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Abelard et les grammairiens: 
sur le verbe substantif et la predication * 


IRENE ROSIER-CATACH 


0. Introduction 

Abelard est en constant dialogue avec les grammairiens, comme en attes- 
tent les nombreuses references a Priscien et aux grammatici. Ce dialogue 
joue un role majeur dans Felaboration de sa pensee logico-linguistique et 
constitue un facteur important dans son evolution. La question du verbe 
substantif et de la predication est tout a fait caracteristique de ces echan- 
ges, comme Font bien montre les etudes de R. Hunt et L.M. de Rijk, 
puis de M. Fredborg, C.H. Kneepkens et C. Mews 1 . C’est dans cette 
meme perspective que nous nous proposons de la reprendre ici, en met- 
tant en parallele les analyses qu’Abelard developpe sur les differents usages 
du verbe substantif avec celles proposees dans les Glosulae et en montrant 
Fimportance dans ce debat de certains passages de Boece, deux eclairages 
qui peuvent contribuer a mieux faire comprendre Involution de sa pensee 2 . 


* Nous avions prepare la presente etude pour le colloque 30 Years Logica Modemorum 
organise par la Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen (The Royal 
Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences), en 1997, en hommage au Pr. de Rijk, mais 
avons ete empechee, pour des raisons personnelles, d’y assister. Nous remercions C.H. 
Kneepkens de l’offre qu’il nous a faite de la publier dans Vivarium , ou elle a mieux sa 
place en raison de sa longueur et de l’edition qui l’accompagne, et sommes heureuse de 
la dedier au Pr. de Rijk, dont les travaux ont ete pour nous un point de reference cons¬ 
tant, notamment sur cette periode anterieure a l’apparition de la Logica modemorum , dont 
il a si bien montre a quel point elle preparait les developpements ulterieurs. Ce travail a 
fait l’objet d’un seminaire a PEcole Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Section des sciences reli- 
gieuses, Sorbonne), en 1999-2000 et 2000-2001, et d’une presentation a une table-ronde 
organisee par John Marenbon a Cambridge, en mars 2001. Je remercie John Marenbon, 
Margareta Fredborg et Constant Mews pour leurs remarques sur le present travail. Ce 
travail etait acheve lorsqu’est paru le monumental ouvrage de L.M. de Rijk sur Aristote 
(De Rijk 2002); la contribution de cette etude a l’histoire des problemes que nous avons 
discutes dans le par. 3 n’est qu’imparfaitement rendue dans les notes que nous avons 
inserees. 

1 Hunt 1941-43 ; De Rijk 1967, 101 sq. ; Fredborg 1977 ; Kneepkens 1978 ; Mews 
1987, 21 sq. 

2 De nombreuses et importantes etudes ont ete consacrees a l’analyse du verbe 
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Les Glosulae in Priscianum sont un texte en constante evolution, attestant 
de generations differentes de redacteurs/compilateurs. La premiere gene¬ 
ration des Glosulae correspond au commentaire sur les Institutiones I-XVI 
(Priscien majeur) conserve par les ms. K 3 et M 4 ; Tecriture de K l’a fait 
identifier comme etant des annees 1080 5 . Nous appelons « seconde gene¬ 
ration » des Glosulae un ensemble de textes : d’une part, les versions extra- 
polees des premieres Glosulae sur Priscien majeur, que Pon retrouve dans 
le ms. C 6 notamment, d’autre part les Glosulae sur les Institutiones XVII- 
XVIII (Priscien mineur), que l’on trouve en au moins deux versions 7 . On 
dispose de deux temoins supplementaires, le ms. F.) qui est une version 
abregee des Glosulae sur Priscien Majeur, mais qui faisait originellement 
partie d’un des manuscrits comportant les Glosulae sur Priscien Mineur 8 : 
pour la section que nous avons etudiee, F semble copie sur C plutot que 
sur les premieres versions, mais ce serait a confirmer (voir infra). Le ms. 
V 9 comporte des extrapolations : certaines sections sont differentes des 


substantif par Abelard. Voir de Rijk 1967, vol 2/l,183sq et 203 sq., 1970, xl-xlvii, 1981a, 
1981b, 1986, 99-103 et 108 sq., Tweedale 1976, 195-8, 223-34 et 285-97, Malcolm 1979, 
Kretzmann 1982, Jacobi 1980 et 1986, Jolivet 1991, 241 sq., Pinzani 1992, 154 sq., 
Marenbon 1999. 

3 Ms. K = Cologne Dom B. 201, fin ll e siecle, f. lra-74rb ; sur la tradition manuscrite 
et imprimee voir Hunt 1941-43 et Gibson 1979 ; sur la diffusion des Glosulae voir Gibson 
1979, 241-6. 

4 Ms. M = Metz, Bibl. Mun. 1224, f. Ira-11 Orb, 12 e siecle. 

5 Le terminus a quo est de 1050, en raison d’une mention de ‘Lanfredus’ qui peut ren- 
voyer a Lanfranc du Bee. 

6 Ms. C = Chartres B. Mun. 209 (248), f. l-86v; ce manuscrit a ete detruit pendant la 
demiere guerre, mais une copie en est heureusement a l’lnstitut de Recherches et d’Histoire 
des Textes a Paris. Malheureusement, la copie n’est pas complete, puisqu’elle ne comporte 
que les f° s 1-13 et 34-68r (correspondant aux Institutiones xn, 5, GLK II, 579 : 29); nous 
avons en outre le dernier f° : 86v, qui comporte l’excursus ajoute a la fin du commen¬ 
taire sur le livre XVI des Institutiones grammaticae, edite par Hunt 1941-43, 224, a savoir 
les « Opiniones dwersorum de ‘sum’ verbo substantwo ». 

7 Une premiere version, qui a ete attribute a maitre Guido (Guy d’Etampes ?), est dis- 
persee dans trois ms. (ms. B = Londres, BM Burney 238 ; L - Londres, BM Harley 2713 ; et 
0 = Orleans, Bibl. Mun. 90); voir G.H. Kneepkens 1978. Une seconde version, A = ms. 
Paris, Arsenal 910 , f. 133ra-140vb, en est proche, mais s’arrete apres la glose sur Inslit. 
XVII, 32; voir De Rijk 1967, 119; Margareta Fredborg prepare l’edition de ce dernier 
commentaire, et je la remercie de m’avoir permis d’etudier sa transcription. 

8 Ms. F - Paris, BnF, nouv. acq. lat. 1623, f. 1-56, 12 e siecle. Ce manuscrit, qui appar- 
tenait au monastere benedictin de Fleury, faisait initialement partie du ms. d’Orleans 90, 
qui contient une partie d’un commentaire sur les Institutiones XVII-XVIII (voir n. 8); il 
correspondait aux pp. 247-358 du ms. d’Orleans, qui avaient ete volees par Libri en 1841 ; 
voir Gibson 1979, 237-8, Kneepkens 1978, 115. 

9 Ms. V (Tractatus glosarum Prisciani) = Rome, Vat. lat. 1486, f. lra-90vb ; voir Fredborg 
1977, Gibson 1979, 252-4. 
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legons contenues dans les manuscrits anciens des Glosulae , avec des expli¬ 
cations supplementaires, tandis que d’autres sont litteralement identiques. 
On y trouve deux sections ou sententiae , Tune inseree dans le chapitre sur 
le verbe, Pautre a la fin du Tractatus , qui donnent des opinions de mai- 
tres connus, la premiere nous interessant particulierement ici, puisqu’on 
trouve la mention de maitre W. dans une discussion sur le verbe et le 
verbe substantif. Nous disposons d’une edition incunable, tres fautive, et 
copiee manifestement sur differents manuscrits (voir infra), ou les Glosulae 
constituent une glose marginale au texte des Institutiones , contrairement 
aux autres manuscrits, qui presentent un commentaire lemmatique 10 . Par 
ailleurs, les Notae Dunelmenses 11 , un ensemble de notes sur les Institutiones , 
sont un temoin essentiel pour comprendre les debats de l’epoque entre 
grammairiens et logiciens, et contiennent de tres nombreuses mentions 
de maitres identifies par leurs initiales. 

Nous resumerons d’abord brievement les conclusions auxquelles nous 
sommes parvenue, au terme d’une confrontation entre Abelard et les 
Glosulae , sur trois questions : la definition du verbe et la notion d’inhe- 
rence (qui constitue le premier volet de la presente etude), la significa¬ 
tion des parties « consignificatives », la theorie de la proposition et la 
notion de « dictum » 12 . Ces conclusions constituent des hypotheses, qui 
restent naturellement a verifier. Les Glosulae in Priscianum constituent bien 
la source d’Abelard. En comparant (1) les opinions citees par Abelard et 
attributes par lui a G., V. ou W. 13 , (2) les passages lus dans les textes 
apparentes a la seconde generation des Glosulae , (3) les opinions attributes 


10 Edition par Benedictus Prunulus de Verone, realisee par Georgius Arrivabenus, Venise 
1488. Voir Gibson 1977, 1979. Sur la mention lohannis de Aingre, que Ton trouve dans le 
colophon, voir Phypothese de Mews 1992, selon lequelle elle renverrait a un certain lohannis 
qui avait enseigne que la dialectique etait un ars vocalis. Gibson 1979 signale en outre un 
manuscrit de Bruxelles, fragmentaire, et un manuscrit copie sur Pedition incunable. 

11 Les Notae Dunelmenses, datant egalement du debut du 12 C siecle, sont contenues dans 
le ms. D = Durham, Cathedral Library c. IV. 29, f. 2ra-215va; voir Hunt 1941-43, Gibson 
1979, 242-3. M. Fredborg a montre que les notes sur le De inventione etaient identiques au 
commentaire In primis qu’elle attribue a Guillaume de Champeaux ; voir Fredborg 1976. 

12 Rosier-Catach 2003a, 2003b et (a paraitre). Cf. aussi, pour la section sur la vox , les 
passages des Glosulae edites dans Rosier 1993 et discutes dans Rosier 2003c, a comparer 
avec ceux de Guillaume de Champeaux etudies et edites par Iwakuma 2003. 

13 Cette hypothese n’implique pas que tous les maitres designes par ces initiales soient 
la meme personne. On sait en effet que sous chacune de celles-ci se cachent des maitres 
differents, comme en atteste en particulier le ms. Orleans 266 (voir Kneepkens 1993, 64- 
5) aussi bien que les Notae Dunelmenses. Les mentions qu’Abelard fait a maitre V./W./G., 
sont reprises et discutees dans Iwakuma 1999 et Iwakuma 2003, a partir des etudes ante- 
rieures sur le sujet. 
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a Guillaume de Champeaux (ou a W./V.) dans d’autres textes contem- 
porains (le Tractatus glosarum Prisciani et les Notae Dunelmenses essentielle- 
ment), nous avons propose Phypothese que Guillaume de Champeaux 
etait associe a la seconde generation des Glosulae. En plus de ces paralle¬ 
ls, on notera que le ms. de PArsenal A, qui preserve une des versions 
des Glosulae sur Priscien mineur, se trouva a Saint-Victor, ou enseigna 
Guillaume de Champeaux, et qu’on peut y lire une mention de ‘Willelmus^, 
a la premiere personne, en un endroit ou Pautre version du meme com- 
mentaire substitue ‘ Fulco vel Herberte ,15 . Quoiqu’il en soit de ces difficiles 
questions d’attribution 16 , nous verrons que les developpements d 5 Abelard, 
ses prises de positions changeantes sur la predication, avec les theories 
dites de Pidentite et de Pinherence, sont eclairees d’un jour nouveau si 
on les confronte avec les Glosulae in Priscianum. 


1. Problemes de transmission de texte dans les Glosulae in Priscianum 

R.W. Hunt puis L.M. de Rijk ont attire Pattention sur les developpe¬ 
ments importants que Pon pouvait lire dans les Glosulae et textes appa- 
rentes sur le verbe substantif, et sur leur influence sur les grammairiens 
et les logiciens posterieurs. On sait que des listes d’opinions sur le verbe 
substantif accompagnent d’ailleurs ces textes, opinions parfois indiquees 
par les initiales de ceux qui les professent (Lanfrancus, Garmundus, 
Durandus de Anglia etc.), et qu’il serait interessant de pouvoir identifier 17 . 


14 Voir Fredborg 1988, n. 6. 

15 Instit. ad XVII, 10, ms. A, f. 135ra: « Quando enim audio ‘Willelme’ intelligo ex 
natura vocativi ‘veni’ vel ‘audi’ vel aliquid huiusmodi. »; B, f. 9rb: « Quando enim audio 
‘Fulco vel Herberte’ illud intelligo ‘Fulco veni’ vel ‘audi’. » 

16 La possibility que Guillaume soit l’auteur des Glosulae semble a ecarter, car la pre¬ 
miere version est trop ancienne. Aucune hypothese definitive sur l’auteur (ou les auteurs) 
de ce commentaire n’a ete proposee. Voir les discussions de Mews 1992 (cf. supra , n. 10), 
Fredborg 1988, Reilly 1993, vol. 1, 22-6, Rosier 2003a. Sur Guillaume de Champeaux, 
logicien, rhetoricien et grammairien, voir Jolivet 1991, et a present Particle de C. Mews, 
en preparation (Mews, a paraitre), qui fait une utile et complete synthese des travaux 
concemant cet auteur. Guillaume est probablement ne dans les annees 1060 (1070?) et 
mort en 1122. 

17 Deux listes sont editees par Hunt 1941-43, l’une se trouvant a la fin du ms. C des 
Glosulae , f. 86v (ed. ibid., 31-2), Pautre dans les Notae Dunelmenses II (ed. ibid., 35-6). Une 
troisieme liste, signalee par M. Fredborg, se trouve a la fin du ms. M des Glosulae , f. 1 lOva- 
vb, avec en partie les memes opinions. Certaines opinions se trouvent dans la section [1] 
des Glosulae que nous editons en annexe. Ces listes sont reprises a la generation suivante 
par Guillaume de Conches, puis Pierre Helie (voir infra, n. 29). 



ABELARD ET LES GRAMMAIRIENS 


179 


Avant toute chose, il importe d’eclaircir la situation compliquee que 
presente la tradition manuscrite des Glosulae , ce qui montrera bien l’impor- 
tance des remaniements successifs subis par le texte original. Le long 
extrait des Glosulae jadis edite par R.W. Hunt comme un passage unique, 
a partir du ms. de Chartres (C) 18 correspond en fait a l’amalgame de 
deux passages [1] et [2] distincts dans les premiers manuscrits, K et M. 
Le passage [1] 19 se trouvait originellement dans le chapitre sur le verbe, 
juste avant Instit. VIII, 38, le chapitre sur le temps. Le passage [2] 20 etait 
situe, dans K, M , mais aussi dans V, dans le chapitre sur le pronom, et 
a ete accole a [1] par C. Nous n’avons done pas originellement un texte 
continu comportant [1] + [2], comme le donne a penser l’extrait de C 
edite par R.W. Hunt; et [2] ne constitue pas exactement une extrapo¬ 
lation de C par rapport au manuscrit plus ancien K] comme le proposait 
L.M. de Rijk, qui a repris une partie du meme passage a partir du ms. 
K 21 , mais le deplacement d’un passage contenu ailleurs 22 . Si on lit atten- 
tivement les deux passages, on voit que [1], dans le chapitre sur le verbe, 
presente une serie d’opinions sur le verbe substantif, et que la derniere 
(numerotee A§6 dans notre edition) est donnee comme l’opinion soute- 
nue par «la plupart» ( plerique ); de fait e’est elle qui va etre developpee 
dans le chapitre sur le pronom (en [2], a partir de C§2), ce qui a pousse 
le redacteur de C a accoler ce passage au precedent, dans le chapitre sur 
le verbe (apres Instit. VIII, 37). 

La presence d’un developpement sur le verbe substantif, a savoir [2], 
dans le chapitre sur le pronom des Institutiones, s’explique aisement. En 
Instit. XIII, 19, Priscien s’interessait a la personne et la categorie des ter- 
mes construits avec les verbes, opposant ceux de premiere et deuxieme 
personnes, qui requierent un pronom, a la troisieme, qui requiert un nom, 
sauf s’il s’agit d’effectuer une designation. En XIII, 20, il aborde ensuite 
le cas, fort different, des verbes substantifs et vocatifs, qui peuvent se 
construire avec des noms au nominatif a la premiere et seconde per¬ 
sonne, en raison de leur « valeur demonstrative » 23 . Pour expliquer cette 


18 Hunt 1941-43, 225: 9-226: 21. 

19 Correspondant a l’edition Hunt, 225 : 9-226 : 21. 

20 Correspondant a l’edition Hunt, 226 : 22-228 : 7. 

21 De Rijk, 1962-67, vol. II/1, 102-4. 

22 Cf. Fredborg 1977, 23, n. 5. 

23 Instit. XIII, 20, GLK III, p. 13: 7-11 : « Substantivis autem et vocativis solis ideo adiun- 
guntur verbis et primae et secundae personae nominativi nominum, quod videntur ipsa 
haec verba vim demonstrativam habere. Ostendunt enim substantiam ipsarum personarum 



180 


IRENE ROSIER-CATACH 


particularite, le glosateur definit les proprietes caracteristiques des parties 
du discours. II donne d’abord celle du nom, puis celle du verbe substan- 
tif, et insere a ce propos un long developpement sur les verbes substan- 
tifs et vocatifs. 

Reprenons en detail, car la situation est plus complexe. Nous avons 
divise le contenu du passage sur le verbe substantif, que nous editons en 
annexe, en differents blocs, identifies par des lettres : (A)-(F), pour mieux 
faire apparaitre les variations. Nous resumons cette situation en deux 
tableaux, que nous allons ensuite commenter. 


Sections 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D 1 ) 

(D 2 ) 

(E) 

(F) 


[1] 

[2] 

kmv 

avant VIII, 38 

ad XIII, 20 

apr. (B) 

apr. (C) 


apr. (D 1 ) 

apr. (E) 

C 


h 

apr. (A) 


apr. (C) 

Folios manquants pour 
XIII, 20 

F 

H 

ad XIII, 20 

H 



I 

la 

avant VIII, 38 

H 

apr. (A) 






lb 



apr. (B) 

apr. (C) 


apr. (D 1 ) 

apr. (E) 



Inslit, avant VIII, 38 

Instil. XIII, 20 


(A) 

(B) + (C) + (D>) + (E) + (F) 

c 

(A) + (C) + (D 2 ) 

Folios manquants 

F 

H 

(B) + (E) + (F) 

I 

(A) + (C) + (D 2 ) = la 

(B) + (C) + (D‘) + (E) + (F) = lb 


Tous les manuscrits (sauf F\ nous y reviendrons) comportent [1] = (A), 
dans le chapitre sur le verbe, avant VIII, 38. Mais la place et le contenu 
de [2] est variable selon les manuscrits. Dans K, M et V, les sections (B- 
F) de [2] se trouvent dans le chapitre sur le pronom, en XIII, 20. Par 
contre, C accole [2] a [1] dans la section sur le verbe, mais avec des 
modifications. D’une part, C omet la section initiate de ce long passage, 
a savoir (B), qui constituait la glose initiale sur XIII, 20, laquelle n’a natu- 


vel nominationem, in qua similiter substantia demonstrate, nec egent pronominibus, quae 
demonstrationem substantiae significant. » 
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rellement plus de raison d’etre au milieu d’un developpement qui se trouve 
maintenant dans le chapitre sur le verbe. D’autre part, C raccourcit la 
fin de la section [2] telle qu’elle figurait dans le chapitre sur le pronom 
dans K, M c t V 9 puisqu’il substitue a (D 1 ) une section de quelques lignes 
(D 2 ). Cette section [2] s’arrete la dans C, puisque nous ne trouvons pas 
la section finale (E-F), qui poursuivait, dans K, M et V\ la comparaison 
entre verbes substantifs et vocatifs deja commencee en (D). Malheureusement, 
la seule copie conservee en microfiches du ms. C ' aujourd’hui disparu, 
ne possede pas les folios correspondant aux Institutiones XIII, 20, et il n’est 
done pas possible de savoir ce que C avait en cet endroit. Nous pouvons 
penser a deux hypotheses, (a) Soit C a deplace le bloc [2](C-D 2 ) dans le 
chapitre du verbe, en laissant une partie du developpement sur le verbe 
substantif, peut-etre seulement sa derniere partie (E-F), dans le chapitre 
sur le pronom. (b) Soit il a recopie le bloc [2](C-D 2 ) dans le chapitre sur 
le verbe, tout en laissant la section [2]=(B-F) dans son entier dans le cha¬ 
pitre sur le pronom ou elle etait originellement. 

L’edition incunable et le ms. F peuvent nous aider a reflechir sur ces 
deux hypotheses. En effet, l’incunable presente le passage sur le verbe 
substantif en deux endroits : une premiere fois (la) dans le chapitre sur 
le verbe, en suivant le rattachement du bloc [2](C-D 2 ) au precedent, opere 
par C, avec exactement les memes modifications par rapport aux premie¬ 
res versions des Glosulae : ommission de (B), substitution de (D 2 ) a (D 1 ); 
une seconde fois (lb) dans le chapitre sur le pronom : or en cet endroit, 
nous trouvons l’ensemble complet (B-F), tel qu’il etait originellement dans 
K et M, et tel qu’il se trouve encore dans V En outre, la et lb , pour la 
section (C) qu’ils ont en commun, n’ont pas les memes legons : la suit 
manifestement C, et lb est proche de M-V] et souvent davantage de V 
que de M (voir l’apparat). Si Ton considere le regroupement des passa¬ 
ges, la situation de doublet que presente l’incunable fait plutot pencher 
en faveur de l’hypothese (b). Mais si Ton considere les legons differentes 
retenues dans la et dans lb on a deux possibilites : soit l’incunable sui- 
vait les manuscrits les plus anciens qui donnaient la section (B-F) dans le 
chapitre sur le pronom, et a simplement copie C pour la section depla- 
cee dans le chapitre sur le verbe - ce qui ne nous dit rien sur ce que C 
avait garde dans le chapitre sur le pronom ; soit l’incunable a suivi les 
manuscrits anciens dans le chapitre sur le pronom, et non pas C, parce 
que C n’avait plus en cet endroit les developpements sur le verbe sub¬ 
stantif en leur totalite du fait qu’il les avait deplaces dans le chapitre sur 
le verbe, ce qui nous donne l’hypothese (a). Quoiqu’il en soit, le fait que 
l’incunable ait ici et passim suivi plusieurs manuscrits ou un manuscrit 
contamine rend Interpretation de son temoignage problematique. 
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Une indication supplemental sur ces remaniements nous est foumie 
par le ms. F. En effet, F (f. 31vb) omet tout simplement l’excursus (A) 
sur les differentes opinions donnees a propos du verbe substantif, enchai- 
nant directement la fin du passage VIII, 37 sur le passage VIII, 38 : De 
tempore. Par ailleurs, dans le chapitre sur le pronom, il donne la glose 
initiale sur XIII, 20 = [2] (B), mais la fait suivre directement des sections 
(E-F), en modifiant et abregeant le texte. F omet done en fait l’ensem- 
ble de la section regroupee par C, a savoir (A) + (C-D), ce qui incite a 
penser qu’il a travaille a partir de C. En outre, la presence de la glose 
sur XIII, 20 suivie immediatement par la section (E) peut faire penser 
que C avait deplace la section (C-D) du chapitre sur le pronom dans le 
chapitre du verbe, sans la laisser dans le chapitre du pronom, ou il avait 
garde simplement (B) + (E-F) ce qui correspond a notre hypothese (a). 
Ceci expliquerait aussi que I (= lb ) ait recopie ces sections sur les manus- 
crits les plus anciens, qui Pavaient dans le chapitre sur le pronom, et non 
sur C 3 qui l’avait deplacee. 

2. La definition du verbe substantif 

2.1. Les proprieties essentielles du verbe substantif selon les Glosulae et Abelard 

Les Glosulae s’interrogent, dans leur commentaire sur le chapitre consa- 
cre au verbe des Institutiones , sur la maniere dont la definition du verbe 
pourrait convenir au verbe substantif, qui ne semble pas signifier une 
action et une passion definie, comme les autres verbes (cf. texte en annexe : 
[1]=(A)). Apres avoir mentionne plusieurs opinions a ce sujet (A§2-5), qu’il 
serait interessant de pouvoir identifier, elles rapportent, a la fin de cette 
section, une position soutenue par un grand nombre de grammairiens 
(plerique ), qui leur semble pertinente (A§6). Celle-ci va etre reprise dans 
le chapitre sur le pronom [2](C§2), ce qui a certainement constitue la 
raison pour laquelle le ms. C Pa accolee au dernier paragraphe de la sec¬ 
tion [1] dans le chapitre sur le verbe. Une fois etablie la signification du 
verbe substantif, l’auteur va decrire les fonctions qu’il peut occuper et 
detailler ses differentes constructions (C§3 sq.). 

Selon la position retenue, le verbe ‘est' possede une double nature, que 
denote son appellation meme de « verbum substantivum» : une nature ou 
propriete qui vient de ce qu’il est verbum , une autre qui vient de ce qu’il 
est substantivum. 

(a) En tant que verbe , il signifie Paction et la passion comme inheren- 
tes (opinion qui est decrite comme « rare »). ‘Est' est dit signifier Paction, 
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au sens ou il signifie toutes les actions qui peuvent etre signifiees par les 
autres verbes, la lecture, la course etc. en tant qu’elles sont dans des sujets 
(A§6, C§2, C§3 24 ). 

(b) En tant que substantif, il signifie «toutes les choses en leur essence, 
c’est-a-dire en tant qu’elles existent» ou «toutes les dix essences en tant 
qu’elles existent» (ibid.). 

Une consequence importante de cette conception est que le verbe sub- 
stantif est considere comme equivoque, et ce a double titre. (a) Tout 
d’abord, en tant que verbe , il signifie equivoquement toutes les actions et 
passions qui peuvent etre signifiees par les verbes ; (b) ensuite, en tant 
que substantif, il signifie equivoquement toutes les essences, toutes les cho¬ 
ses en tant qu’elles existent, substances, qualites etc., cette seconde equi¬ 
vocite etant levee dans le cas ou il est utilise en tertium adiacens , puisque 
la nature de l’attribut est alors manifeste (C§2 et 5) 25 . Cette seconde equi¬ 
vocite (b) est analogue a celle du nom 4 ens\ qui renvoie equivoquement 
a toutes les essences (C§2 ; cf. A§2). On notera que le glosateur, annon- 
$ant par anticipation, plus haut dans le chapitre, le developpement que 
Ton trouve dans notre passage en (A), avait plutot mis l’accent sur la pre¬ 
miere equivocite (a) : 

De substantivis autem et vocativis verbis restat quaestio, quid nam significent: de qui- 
bus varias magistrorum sententias in sequenti ponemus 26 . Sufficiat autem ad praesens quod 
dicimus : substantivum verbum (idest add. M) non esse dicendum unum verbum, sed 
multa, cum non unam et eandem actionem inesse significet - est enim aequivocum - 
sed multas et varias actiones (K f. 28rb, M f. 51va) 

Il est interessant de remarquer que cette double equivocite, que Ton ren¬ 
contre ici dans la premiere version des Glosulae , est ensuite signalee comme 
une opinion soutenue par Magister W 27 , ce qui confirme que Ton met 
sous le nom de Guillaume de Champeaux des theses qu’il a certainement 


24 Voir infra n. 62 et 63. 

25 Voir aussi Sententia I, une opinion rapportee dans le Tractatus glosarum Prisciani (ms. 
V), cit. par Fredborg 1977, 37 : 21-6. Pour l’equivocite du premier type (actions et pas¬ 
sions), voir Notae Dunelmenses II, ms. D, f. 35r, premiere opinion citee. 

26 Comme l’avait note R. Hunt (1941-43, 196, n. 2), cette mention se trouve dans F 
(f. 29ra), qui pourtant a laisse de cote tout le passage a la fin de VIII, 37, ce qui mon- 
tre que c’est bien une version abregee. 

27 Sententia I rapportee dans V, ed. Fredborg 1977, 37 : 3-8 : « Vel secundum magistrum 
W. ‘sum’ aequivocum est ad omnes actiones et passiones et ad omnes essentias. Atque ex 
eo, quod verbum est, solum habet copulare actionem vel passionem, sicut cetera verba 
solum suas actiones et passiones copulant rebus subiectis, ut ‘legit’ copulat lectionem solum. 
Ex eo vero, quod verbum substantivum est, copulat essentiam essentiarum, utpote ‘Socrates 
est animal’. » 
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professees et contribue a populariser, sans qu’il en soit necessairement 
l’auteur 28 . La double signification du verbe substantif se voit parfois expli- 
quee de maniere genetique : les verbes ont d’abord ete inventes pour 
signifier les actions et les passions comme adjacentes, et Ton a ensuite 
juge necessaire d’inventer un vocabulum copulativum qui puisse signifier, et 
done coupler, toutes les essences en tant qu’essences 29 . Certains en ont 
tire argument pour assigner au verbe substantif un autre type d’equivo- 
cite, venant de sa double signification, des actions et passions d’une part, 
des essences d’autre part. Selon le temoignage des Notae Dunelmenses , mai- 
tre G. aurait rejete ce type d’equivocite, en arguant que les deux significations 
sont hierarchisees, en tant que signification principale et signification acci- 
dentelle ou secondaire respectivement 30 , une distinction importante qu’il 
utilise en d’autres occasions 31 . 

Les deux significations ou « natures » du verbe ‘etre definissent deux 
fonctions. Sa nature verbale (a) lui confere une valeur de couplage (C§3), 
sa nature de substantif (b) le rend apte a coupler les essences, a rendre 
« coherentes » celle que signifie le sujet et celle que signifie le predicat 
(C§4 : nam ex hoc quod omnes res in essentia significat, aptum est ad hoc ut quas- 
libet res sibi coherentes copulare possit). Ces fonctions se realisent diversement 
selon ses differents contextes d’emploi. Dans ces textes, les grammairiens 
distinguent bien entre d’un cote la significatio, natura , proprietas du verbe, et 
d’un autre cote la fonction exercee dans une construction (< ojficium ). Le 
terme vis est souvent equivalent aux premieres, comme dans l’importante 


28 Pour d’autres exemples, voir Rosier-Catach 2003a. 

29 Notae Dunelmenses II, cite par Hunt 1941-43, 228-9 (septieme opinion citee); Guillaume 
de Conches, Glosae in Priscianum , ms. Paris, BnF lat. 15130, f. 27va (cf. Pierre Helie, Summa 
super Priscianum , ed. Reilly, 197 : 77-198 : 82): «(1) Dicunt tamen quidam quod hoc verbo 
in prima inventione significaverunt actionem quamdam, talem ‘sum’ idest ‘inter res locum 
obtineo’; sed deinde translatum est ad substantiam significandam. Ergo naturaliter, idest 
ex prima inventione significat actionem, sed ex translatione substantiam. Unde dicit 
Priscianus : omne verbum naturaliter est in actione vel in passione. (2) Alii dicunt quod 
‘sum’ significat omnia, ergo et actionem. (3) Et dicunt quod ‘sum’ significat actionem et 
passionem, sed non per se immo ex adiuncto participii, ut ‘sum legens’, hie significat actio¬ 
nem, ‘sum lectus’, hie significat passionem. (4) Alii dicunt quod ‘sum’ significat actionem 
idest inherentiam predicati et subiecti, ubi est tertium adiacens ut ‘Socrates est homo’... ». 

30 Notae Dunelmenses , D, f. 9bisva : « Cum autem ‘curritur’ ‘cursus fit’ intelligitur, significatio 
est abusiva et ex accidenti ei data. Unde nec propter hanc significationem aequivocum 
iudicatur, licet diversa sit ab alia, cum non ex principali earn inventione habeat sed ex 
accidenti etc. Eadem enim ratio est qua M.G. vult defendere substantivum ab aequivoca- 
tione, quod principaliter significat actionem ut inhaerentem etc. et postea iuxta hanc 
sig/9bisvb/nificationem ex accidenti significat substantiam unde appellatur substantivum 
verbum, et est substantivum verbum quasi species verbi etc. » 

31 Voir Rosier-Catach 2003a. 
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affirmation suivante : « secundum vim verbi <est> habet copulare » (C§3), mais 
il est parfois utilise comme synonyme d 'officium 32 , ce double usage rendant 
parfois l’expose imprecis. II y a en tout cas une relation tres explicite 
entre la nature et la fonction. On retrouvera cette idee chez Abelard, qui 
va egalement tier les proprietes intrinseques dependant de Pimposition 
(impositio, inventio) a la fonction que le terme occupe dans une proposition 
(officium). De meme que, pour les Glosulae , les proprietes intrinseques du 
terme peuvent se maintenir a Petat latent, sans necessairement intervenir 
dans une construction donnee (c’est le cas, comme nous le verrons, de 
la vis verbi dans les constructions ou le verbe est est suivi d’un attribut), 
de meme, pour Abelard, Pinstitution definit une aptitude, par exemple 
Paptitude a « coupler », qui n’est pas necessairement en acte dans une 
construction donnee 33 . 

Abelard mentionne Popinion de ceux qui « suivent Priscien » ( quidam 
Prisciano adhaerentes ), et accordent au verbe substantif une double valeur, 
verbale et substantive, en des termes exactement identiques a ceux des 
Glosulae , et, d’ailleurs, dans la Dialectica , avec la formule qu’il utilise fre- 
quemment pour renvoyer a Penseignement de son maitre : « memini. . . » 34 . 
II garde Pidee d’une double valeur pour le verbe substantif, une valeur 
substantive et une valeur verbale, mais avec des modifications importan- 
tes pour la seconde. II accepte done la vis substantivi des grammairiens (b), 
selon laquelle le verbe ‘tire a ete impose a toutes les choses en tant qu’essen- 
ces 35 , mais rejette avec virulence la vis verbi telle que la definissent les 


32 Glosulae , annexe (G§4): «... sed aliud <est> agere de vocibus per se consideratis, 
aliud de eisdem ad vim et officium quod habent in oratione posite relatis. » L’usage medie¬ 
val de ces termes est marque par le passage des Institutiones II, 19 (GLK II, 55 : 20-21): 
« Non enim declinatio, sed vis et significatio uniuscuiusque partis est contemplanda », pas¬ 
sage sur lequel le commentaire des Glosulae n’est pas tres riche a cet endroit. Sur d’autres 
contextes pertinents quant a cette notion, l’histoire des termes officium et vis, ainsi que les 
commentaires des Glosae de Guillaume de Conches et de la Summa de Pierre Helie, voir 
Fredborg 1973b, 22-7. 

33 Dial. I, 129: 25-6 : « Quod itaque dixit verbum semper esse notam eorum que de 
altero predicantur, omne verbum monstravit habere officium copulandi predicatum sub- 
iecto nec illud semper ad temporum, immo ad verborum comprehensionem referendum 
est. Potest enim verbum per se proferri nec aliquid copulare ; semper tamen secundum 
inventionem suam copulativum est. » 

34 Dial. I, 133 : 5-7, cite infra, n. 66 ; Sup. Per., 346 : 13-24. 

35 Dial. I, 131: 4-9 : « . . . ut ‘est’ quod substantivum verbum dicitur, eo videlicet quod 
omnibus secundum essentiam suam sit impositum, non secundum alicuius adiacentiam. 
Unde etiam quaslibet rerum essentias eque secundum inherentiam copulare potest, quod 
etiam de nuncupative concedunt. Sicut enim ‘sum Petrus’ dicimus, ita etiam ‘ego nuncu- 
por Petrus’ proferimus. . . . ». Sup. Per. 347 : 32-7 (cite infra n. 37). 
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Glosulae (a), a savoir que le verbe etre signifierait toutes les actions et pas¬ 
sions et la repense comme une valeur de couplage (vis copulandi ). Alors 
que dans la Dial, il s’etait vivement oppose a Aristote, refusant l’integra- 
tion de la consignification temporelle dans la definition du verbe 36 , il 
remet celle-ci au premier plan dans Sup. Per. et Passocie a la valeur de 
couplage comme caracteristique de tout verbe 37 . Le verbe substantif se 
voit attribuer une double fonction. La premiere est done cette valeur de 
couplage (vis copulandi ), qui lui permet de « coupler » le predicat au sujet - 
nous verrons ulterieurement selon quelles modalites. La seconde est ce 
qu’Abelard nomme la valeur predicative (vis praedicandi ), qui lui permet 
de « poser la chose qu’il predique » et qu’il signifie, a savoir Pexistence, 
de meme qu’un verbe comme ‘ currit\ couple et pose la chose qu’il signifie, 
la course. Enfin, Abelard mentionne la these de la double equivocite, 
equivocite selon la vis verbi , et selon la vis substantial pour la rejeter. Comme 
nous le verrons il la critique dans la Dial, mais plus encore dans le Sup. 
Per., en commentant un passage essentiel de Boece, sur lequel nous revien- 
drons de fagon approfondie : « nous voulons que le verbe substantif, selon 
une seule et meme signification, a savoir en tant qu’il signifie toutes les 
choses en leur essence, soit substantif, et verbe . . . » 38 . 


36 Dialectica I, id. cit., 123, 2-5 ; voir de Rijk 1986, 89-91. 

37 Sup. Per., 347 : 32-7 : «Ita etiam ‘ens’, cum idem semper dicat et de praedicamentis 
aequivoce dicitur et in eadem significatione simul et substantivum est et verbum, substan- 
tivum quidem in eo quod personas suas in essentia continet et non ex adiacenti significat 
(ex accidentali significatione B), verbum autem in eo quod vel tempus significat vel copu- 
lare habet, per quod propositionem (perfectionem orationis A, perfectionem B a.c.) reddit. » 
Ibid., 361 : 21 ; Sup. Top., 274: 36-7. Une opinion assez proche est citee, sans attribution, 
dans les Notae Dunelmenses II, ms. D, f. 35r, cit. par Hunt 1941-43, 35 (ad VIII, 51, GLK 
II, 414: 8 sq.): « Alii autem dicunt hoc verbum non esse inventum ad significandas actio- 
nes vel passiones ut adiacentes, sed ad significandas quaslibet res in essentia et substantia 
sua, unde et substantivum illud nuncupaverunt, verbum autem appellaverunt propter quas- 
dam proprietates que solis verbis conveniunt quas habet, ut propter declinationem per ver- 
bales modos, propter distinctionem personarum, propter significationem temporis secun¬ 
dum discretionem verbafium vocum, ad ultimum etiam propter vim copulandi, in quo 
maxime fuit necessarium . . . ». Le grammairien rejette la signification d’action et de pas¬ 
sion en s’appuyant sur Priscien lui-meme : « Nec huic sententie obest quod a quibusdam 
dicitur non posse hoc modo esse verbum cum quod est principale verbi non habeat, id 
est significationem actionis vel passionis. Ipse auctor enim in sequenti, id est in tractatu 
de cognatione temporum, excipiet a communi significatione ceterorum verborum et sub- 
stantiva et vocativa verba. Unde manifeste demonstrat ab hac etiam diffinitione excipienda 
esse, secundum quod actionis et passionis mentionem facit et ab omnibus aliis preceptis 
in quibus de significa<tione ac>tionis et passionis agitur etc. » 

38 Sup. Per., 347 : 23-325 et 34-35 : «Volumus itaque verbum substantivum in eadem 
significatione retentum, scilicet quod omnia significat in essentia, et substantivum esse, et 
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2.2. La vis copulandi 

Cette valeur de couplage, vis copulandi ou vis copulationis , depend a la fois 
d’un passage du Peri Hermeneias (16b 7), ou Aristote definit le verbe comme 
« marque de ce qui est affirme de 1’autre [terme]) » (est semper eorum quae 
de altero praedicantur nota, AL 7, 2-3), et d’un autre passage sur le verbe 
substantif (16b 22-25), dont nous montrerons plus bas l’importance. C’est 
en discutant ce dernier que Boece introduit le verbe copulare , que repren- 
dront les Glosulae en en tirant le neologisme copula 39 - dont le merite ne 
revient done pas a Abelard, contrairement a l’opinion re^ue 40 . 

Abelard mentionne des opinions divergentes sur l’interpretation de la 
definition du verbe, dont certaines renvoient manifestement a celles des 
grammairiens. Sur le plan chronologique, il semble que la vis copulandi ait 
ete d’abord introduite par les Glosulae dans leurs discussions sur les ver- 
bes substantif et vocatif 41 . En effet, les developpements sur la definition 
du verbe en general se concentrent dans un premier temps essentielle- 
ment sur les difficultes posees par la notion d 'inherence et sur la distinc¬ 
tion des verbes par rapport aux noms derives ( nomina sumpta). Par contre, 
dans les textes de la seconde generation des Glosulae (et avec des men¬ 
tions explicites a maitre W.), cette vis copulandi est integree dans la definition 
du verbe en general, comme une de ses trois proprietes 42 . 

C’est done dans les passages sur le verbe substantif que s’introduit chez 
les grammairiens cette valeur de couplage, meme si l’expression vis copu¬ 
landi n’y apparait pas encore. Elle est clairement liee a la valeur ver- 
bale ( secundum vim verbi habet copulare (C§3)). Et elle intervient a un double 
titre, puisque, en raison de sa double signification, le verbe ‘etri peut 


verbum, et idem semper notari in ipso ... et in eadem signification simul et substanti- 
vum est et verbum ». Voir infra, par. 4.2. 

39 Voir infra, par. 3, et les passages cites note 60. 

40 Cf. Kahn 1972, 142, Kretzmann 1982, 492, n. 18, Kahn 1986, 5 (Abelard «is the 
inventor or at least the codifier of the classical theory of the copula »), Nuchelmans 1992, 
14-6, etc. Sur l’absence de la notion de copule chez Aristote, voir De Rijk 2002, 32 sq; 
247. Sur le role d’Ammonius dans l’elaboration de cette notion, voir ibid., 235. II est a 
noter (cf. ibid., 237) que le terme copula est effectivement utilise dans la Dialeclica de Garlandus 
Compotista (ed. De Rijk, 57 : 31-59 : 37). Mais la datation et Pattribution de Pouvrage ont 
ete remis en cause par Y. Iwakuma (1992, 47-54), et une datation plus tardive a ete pro- 
posee, posterieure aux ecrits de logique d’Abelard (cf. infra). 

41 Un autre contexte est celui du participe, le problem etant de savoir ce qui le dis¬ 
tingue du verbe, alors qu’il a en commun la signification de Pinherence d’un accident. 
Des positions opposees sont defendues par maitre A., qui suit Popinion des Glosulae, et 
maitre W. ; voir Rosier-Catach 2003a. 

42 Voir Rosier-Catach 2003a. 
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realiser a la fois le couplage de Taction et de la passion (ex hoc quod est 
verbum, copulate ei actionem concedamus , ibid), et le couplage de toutes les 
essences en tant qu’essences (cf. passage cit. supra), ainsi que Texplique 
bien maitre G. 43 . C’est done par croisement d’une propriete generale avec 
ces deux significations, que cette double aptitude au couplage va etre ren- 
due possible, bien que, nous le verrons, elle ne soit pas toujours actuali- 
see. On comprend ainsi, d’une part que la vis copulandi va etre degagee 
comme propriete generale du verbe et integree a sa definition, et ainsi 
dissociee de la signification d’action et de passion, d’autre part qu’Abelard, 
une fois qu’il a ote de la vis verbi cette signification d’action et de pas¬ 
sion, va identifier cette vis copulandi a la vis verbi. 

Avec la seconde generation des Glosulae et textes apparentes, la vis copu¬ 
landi est en effet rapatriee dans la definition du verbe en general, et lui 
est assignee comme une troisieme propriete, a cote de la signification de 
Taction et de la passion en tant qu’inherentes, et de la signification de 
la personne en laquelle inhere Taction et la passion. On trouve plusieurs 
temoins de cette integration de la vis copulandi dans la definition du verbe, 
que ce soit dans le ms. C des Glosulae sur Priscien majeur 44 , dans les 
Glosulae sur Priscien mineur 45 , dans les Notae Dunelmenses 46 , et cette idee est 
nommement attribute a Magister W. dans une extrapolation des Glosulae 
contenue dans le ms. F 47 . Cette vis copulandi , presente dans les verbes a 


43 Maitre G<uido ?>, ms. O, p. 386 b , ed. Kneepkens 1978, 120, n. 36: «Verba sub- 
stantiva ex hoc quod sunt verba habent copulare, et ex hoc quod sunt substantiva, significant 
res suas in essentia. Et propter hoc duo habent unam essentiam alii copulare. Ex hoc 
autem quod unam essentiam alii copulant, habent hunc sensum quod dicunt: ‘Ista res est 
ilia’. » 

44 Le passage se trouve dans C f. 34ra et dans l’incunable ; il est absent des ms. K, M 
et V 

45 Ms. A, f. 137ra (ad XVII, 17), cit. dans Rosier 2003a, n. 24. 

46 Notae Dunelmenses 2, ms. D ad VIII, 1, f. 34vb, cit. dans Rosier 2003a, n. 24. 

47 Sententia I, extrapolation des Glosulae , V, f. 42rb-43va, ed. par Fredborg 1977, 35 : 3- 
37 : 14 : « M<agistri> W: haec sententia : omne verbum principaliter actionem significat 
vel passionem secundum quod inhaeret, non secundum quod inhaeret secundum hunc 
modum . . . Est et alior verborum omnium secundaria significatio quod scilicet personam 
significet secundum quod actio vel passio inest illi, ei. . . Habet autem verbum et tertiam 
signipcationem - non ex hoc quod est verbum, quia illud omne verbum non habet - secun¬ 
dum quam compositum habet intellectum, ut ‘lego’ tantum valet secundum Priscianum (XVII, 
17, GLK III, 118) quantum ‘ego lego’ nec aliquo modo addendum est ‘ego’ nisi causa 
discretionis. Quod vero Aristoteles in Categoriis (cf. 2a 10-11), ‘incomplexa <non> significant 
verum vel falsum ut homo, <album>, currit’, intelligendum est de ‘currit’ secundum hoc 
quod est verbum, non secundum hoc quod tale verbum est. Hanc autem significationem 
habent omnia impersonalia et quaedam [im]personalia ut ‘legitur’. Infinitivus illud non 
habet. Nec dico omnia huiusmodi verum falsumve significare, sed compositum intellectum, 
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Pindicatif, est toujours associee a Pidee que le verbe produit une intellec¬ 
tion composee (compositum intellectum). Le passage de Priscien sur la com- 
pletude des verbes de premiere personne (XVII, 17) fournit le contexte 
de la discussion, puisqu’effectivement 4 lego ’ presente a lui seul Pintellection 
d’une proposition entiere. C’est en renvoyant a ce meme passage qu’Abelard 
critique cette conception 48 , et cette critique joue un role important dans 
Pelaboration de sa theorie du dictum proposition^. Ce parallele confirme 
bien la relation entre la seconde generation des Glosulae et Guillaume de 
Champeaux, et met a nouveau en evidence Pinfluence que ces textes ont 
eu sur Abelard. Or cette discussion intervient, chez Abelard, a propos 
d’un passage du Peri Hermeneias , qui, par Pintermediaire des commentai- 
res de Boece, s’avere jouer un role capital dans les discussions sur le 
verbe substantif, et dans Pelaboration de deux theories de la predication, 
que nous etudierons ulterieurement. 

3. Porphyre et Boece sur le verbe substantif 

3.1. Les difficultes de Peri Hermeneias 16b20-25 

La traduction de Boece du passage sur le verbe substantif, que nous 
reproduisons ci-dessous telle que nous le lisons dans Pedition critique, est 
en fait susceptible, pour la clause en italique (x), de deux lectures, selon 
qu’on comprend (1) qu’il s’agit la des verbes ‘ esse ’ et ‘ non esse ’ (etre et n’etre 
pas ne sont pas signes d’une chose), comme Pediteur, ou (2) que Pon 
considere que le verbe, sujet de la phrase (w), Pest encore dans (x), Pexpose 
sur le verbe substantif ne commen^ant que dans la clause suivante (y) 50 : 


ut ‘legere valeo’, ergo <***> legere non tamen verum vel falsum, i.e. nec fuit hoc ex 
prima positione inditum verbo, sed ex usu hominum postea. » 

48 Sup. Per., 357-9. 

49 Sup. Per., 358: 32 sq. Voir Jacobi & al. 1995, Rosier-Catach (a paraitre). 

50 Je remercie Jonathan Barnes et Barbara Cassin d’avoir attire mon attention sur la 
difficulte de ce passage. Sur les differentes legons possibles du texte grec, la position rete- 
nue par les commentateurs grecs (Alexandre, Ammonius qui retient la legon correspon- 
dant a 1 avec la lecture metalinguistique de (x), Porphyre qui, selon Ammonius, retient 
la le^on 2), et par Boece, voir Wagner 1971, Weidemann 1994, 181-7 (qui opte pour la 
lecture correspondant a (2), contre Ackrill et la majorite des modernes qui choisissent (1)) et 
l’extensive discussion critique de De Rijk 2002 (215-48) et De Rijk 2003 (210-227), qui 
decrit en outre de maniere detaillee les choix et hesitations de Boece, ainsi que le deve- 
loppement de Thomas d’Aquin, qui justapose les deux lectures. II opte pour (2), d’ou la 
traduction : « For it [i.e. the verb taken by itself] is not a sign of the thing’s [i.e. the 
semantic value signified by it] being (the case), or not being (the case). The word ‘be-ing’, 
if it is used barely, is not such a sign either. For by itself it is nothing, but it helps signify 
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(v) Ipsa quidem secundum se dicta verba nomina sunt, et significant aliquid - cons- 
tituit enim qui dicit intellectum, et qui audit quiescit - (w) sed si est vel non est, 
nondum significat. (x) Neque enim ‘ esse 3 signum est rei vel \non esse (y) nec si hoc ipsum 
‘est’ (est] ens Re Jz) purum dixeris. (z) Ipsum quidem nihil est, consignificat autem 
quandam compositionem, quam sine compositis non est intelligere (Peri Hermeneias 3, 
16b20-25, ed. Minio-Paluello, AL II/ 1-2, 7 : 14-19). 

La premiere lecture (1) serait quelque chose comme : «(v) En eux-memes 
et par eux-memes ces verbes sont des noms, et signifient quelque chose. 
Celui qui les prononce constitue une intellection, et Tesprit de celui qui 
l’entend se trouve au repos, (w) mais il ne signifie pas encore ce qui est 
ou n’est pas. (x) Et ‘ete’ ou Vetre pas y n’est pas le signe d’une chose , (y) et pas 
non plus si ‘etre’ est prononce seul par lui-meme ». II est induit par la 
typographic de l’edition critique, que nous avons reproduite, qui d’une 
part insere les guillemets autour de ‘ esse 5 et ‘non esse\ d’autre part ratta- 
che le membre de phrase en italiques non a la clause qui precede (w) 
(qui porte sur le verbe en general), mais a celle qui suit (portant elle sur 
6 esf), formant ainsi un bloc (x-y). Boece, en un court passage introductif 
de In PH2 , semble comprendre le texte de cette fa^on, puisqu’il le glose 
clairement en disant que « ‘etre’ qui est un verbe, et ‘n’etre pas’ qui est un 
verbe indefini, ne sont pas signes d’une chose et done ne signifient rien » : 

neque enim signum est rei esse vel non esse, tale quiddam est: ‘esse’, quod ver- 
bum est, vel ‘non esse’, quod infinitum verbum est, non est signum rei id est nihil 
per se significat. ‘esse’ enim nisi in aliqua compositione non ponitur [De Rijk 2002, 
220, n. 110 propose a juste titre de lire : ‘esse’ enim <nihil significat> nisi in aliqua 
compositione [non] ponitur ] (In PH2, 76 : 10-5 - je restitue les guillemets). 

(2) La seconde lecture est fort differente, et implique a la fois de ne pas 
avoir une lecture metalinguistique des verbes dans (x) et done de ne pas 
mettre les verbes entre guillemets, mais aussi de ponctuer autrement le 
texte, en rattachant la proposition en italiques (x) a celle qui la precede 
comme formant un bloc (w-x), lecture qui semble plus plausible en rai¬ 
son du ‘ enim :’ qu’elle comporte. Le sens est alors le suivant (correspon- 
dant a une ponctuation differente de celle de l’edition): « .. . (w) mais il 
ne signifie pas encore ce qui est ou n’est pas ; (x) il (= le verbe) ne signifie 
en effet pas qu’une chose est ou n’est pas. (y) Et il en va de meme de 
c etre’ prononce par lui-meme ; (z) en lui-meme il n’est rien .. . ». Cette 


some sort of composition, which cannot be thought of without what is composed » (248). 
Nous renvoyons a ces etudes pour tout ce qui conceme la tradition grecque, nous concen- 
trant ici sur Boece et son influence. 
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seconde lecture correspond exactement au decoupage du passage que 
donne Boece dans son premier commentaire, et a la glose qu’il en pro¬ 
pose. En effet, il glose d’abord le bloc (w-x) (In PHI , 64 : 13-4), compre- 
nant done que la phrase en italiques (x) parle toujours du verbe en general, 
et ne sert qu’a renforcer ce qui est dit dans la phrase precedente (w), 
que le verbe ne signifie pas l’existence ou la non existence : 

Cum enim dico ‘currit’ hoc ipsum ‘currit’ significat quidem aliquid, sed si est aut 
NON EST NONDUM SIGNIFICAT ; NEQUE ENIM ESSE SIGNUM EST REI AUT NON ESSE. Quod 
tantum valet tamquam si dicam : id quod dico ‘currit’ non significat esse ipsum cur- 
sum aut non esse. Si enim significant, ita diceretur : ‘currere est’ vel ‘currere non 
est’. Nunc autem ‘currit’ non designat esse ipsam rem vel non esse. Dicitur enim 
solum et est intellectus quidam, sed neque adfirmationem significat neque negationem, 
idcirco quod neque ponit rem esse nec earn interimit... {In PHI , 64 : 22-65 : 4). 

Puis Boece propose en un second bloc (y-z) la suite du texte : « Nec si 
HOG IPSUM EST PURUM DIXERIS. IPSUM QUIDEM NIHIL EST . . .» (65 ! 9-12), OU 
il est question, alors et alors seulement , du verbe substanttf (cf. infra , n. 52). 
Dans son deuxieme commentaire, Boece propose, apres la justification de 
la premiere lecture du passage rapportee ci-dessus, une justification de la 
seconde, qu’il prefere (In PH2 , 76 : 26-7), introduite par un ‘veV qui mar¬ 
que bien qu’il s’agit d’une lecture alternative : il comprend alors (x) comme 
appuyant (w), et comme parlant du verbe en general, et non du verbe 
substantif, a la difference de la premiere glose d’abord proposee : 

(suite immediate du passage cite plus haut) Vel certe omne verbum dictum per se 
significat quidem aliquid, sed si est vel non est, nondum significat. Non enim cum 
aliquid dictum fuerit, idcirco aut esse aut non esse significat. Atque hoc est quod 
ait: neque enim signum est rei esse vel non esse. Etenim quam rem verbum desi¬ 
gnat, esse eius vel non esse non est signum ipsum verbum, quod de ilia re dicitur, 
ac si sic diceret: neque enim signum est verbum quod dicitur rei esse vel non esse, 
hoc est de qua dicitur re, ut id quod dico rei esse vel non esse tale sit, tamquam si 
dicam rem ipsam significare esse vel non esse ... {In PH2, 76 : 15-26). 

La lecture (1) separe done (v-w) de (x-y-z) faisant commencer Pexpose sur 
le verbe substantif en (x); la lecture (2) separe (v-w-x), qui porte sur le 
verbe, de (y-z) qui porte sur ‘est. Notons qu’Abelard semble choisir la 
seconde lecture, sans s’y etendre particulierement: il glose d’abord (v-w) 
(Sup. Per., 357 : 16-35), puis (x) en le comprenant comme rattache a ce 
qui precede (ibid., 357 : 35-6 : « Vere non significat sensum affirmationis 
vel negationis, quia non est signum rei esse vel non esse. A descriptione 
significandi quod est signum esse » ; cf. Ed. Sup. Per., 83 : 41-2), et enfin 
(y-z) (Sup. Per., 357 : 36 sq.), en pretant, nous allons le voir, une attention 
particuliere a (z). 
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Pour la tradition grecque, se pose la difficulty supplemental, qui 
concerne en fait les deux interpretations, de la lecture alternative d’un 
participe plutot que d’une forme verbale dans (y), et de determiner s’ils 
doivent etre pris comme autonymes ou non. Les consequences sont impor- 
tantes, sur le plan doctrinal. Or cette difficulty ne se presente pas pour 
Boece, parce qu’il choisit la lecture autonymique et lit majoritairement 
‘ est\ le considerant equivalent a 'ens' (par ex. In PH2 , 78 : 19-20) 51 . Pour 
cette raison, la discussion, va, chez lui, se focaliser sur le verbe ‘ esf pour 
determiner la maniere dont on peut dire « qu’il n’est rien », et si (et com¬ 
ment) cette affirmation vaut selon qu’il est utilise seul ( purum ) ou non, 
polarisant ainsi Pattention sur la signification et la (ou les) valeur(s) du 
verbe 'esf. Cette attention particuliere va avoir des repercussions essen- 
tielles sur les developpements du xi e et du xn e siecles. 

3.2. « ‘Esf n’est rien » 

S’interrogeant sur l’affirmation d’Aristote, selon laquelle « ‘est’ n’est rien », 
Boece explique que celui-ci ne veut pas dire qu’il n’a pas de signification 
(ce qui contredirait sa nature de verbe), mais seulement qu’il ne signifie 
pas encore le vrai et le faux quand il est utilise seul (. simpliciter dictum) 52 . 
Boece se pose ensuite la question de savoir pourquoi, selon Aristote (cf. 
(z)), il ne constituerait son intellection qu’en jonction avec autre chose. 
Pour repondre, il va passer en revue les differents types d’emploi du verbe 
substantif, en distinguant le cas ou il est utilise seul (1), de celui ou il est 
utilise en composition avec un predicat (2). Dans In PHI , il prend l’exem- 
ple d’un predicat substantiel (2.1), dans In PH2 celui d’un predicat non 
substantiel (2.2). Nous avons ainsi: 

(1) Homo est (In PHI), Socrates est (In PH2) 

(2.1) Homo animal est (In PHI) 

(2.2) Socrates philosophus est (In PH2) 


51 Voir les references citees n. precedentes ; De Rijk 2002, 219 sq. et 244 sq. et De 
Rijk 2003, 215 sq. (cf. respectivement 2002, 221, n. 12 et 2003, 214, n. 20 pour les refe¬ 
rences a Boece). De Rijk (2002, 238-41 ; 2003, 223-6) montre egalement comment Thomas 
d’Aquin, grace a sa connaissance nouvelle du commentaire d’Ammonius, peut au contraire 
voir les implications importantes des solutions a cette difficulte. 

52 In PHI , 65 : 17-24: « Nec si hoc ipsum est purum dixeris esse aliquid aut non esse 
significat, id est aut affirmat aut negat, idcirco quod ipsum est simpliciter dictum nihil 
est, non quod omnino nihil significet, sed quod nihil neque veritatis habeat neque falsi- 
tatis, id est non nihil est ad significationem, sed ad veritatis falsitatisque significationem, 
de qua nunc tractabitur. » 
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Dans son second commentaire, il nous precise la source de ces distinc¬ 
tions, a savoir Porphyre, qui discute Interpretation donnee par Alexandre 
de ce meme passage. 

Dans In PHI , Boece explique que lorsque ‘etrt est « compose » a un 
sujet, comme dans ‘ homo est (1), il a alors une valeur existentielle, ou plus 
precisement, dans les termes de l’auteur, «il constitue l’etre du sujet» ; 
lorsqu’il est utilise avec un predicat, il sert a « composer ou coupler deux 
choses », et l’exemple donne ‘homo animal est comporte un predicat sub- 
stantiel (2.1). 'Est ne prend done sa valeur, soit d’existence, soit de couplage 
des choses, que lorsqu’il est actuellement compose avec, respectivement, 
un sujet (1), ou un sujet et un attribut (2.1), ce qui justifie l’affirmation 
d’Aristote : e’est toujours quand il est pris dans une certaine composition 
que est signifie quelque chose 53 . Relevons cet usage du verbe copulare pour 
indiquer la composition ou conjonction de deux choses (duos res copulat atque 
componit). 

Dans In PH2 , Panalyse des deux contextes d’emploi fait suite a une 
opposition entre Alexandre et Porphyre, que Boece rapporte, quant a 
cette affirmation que « ‘est’ n’est rien ». Selon Alexandre, ‘est 3 ou ‘ens 3 est 
equivoque, puisque toutes les categories sont equivoques, ne sont pas sous 
un genre unique et peuvent etre prediquees de toute chose. Or tout terme 
equivoque, employe seul, ne signifie rien, a moins qu’il ne soit volontai- 
rement utilise pour signifier l’une des choses qu’il signifie. En conclusion, 
‘est 3 ne signifie rien, du fait qu’il signifie plusieurs choses, d’ou l’affirmation 
d’Aristote 54 . C’est certainement ce passage d’Alexandre, sur l’equivocite 


53 In PHI , 65 : 24-66 : 25 (suite de la n. precedente): « Cur autem nihil veri falsique 
monstraret, ostendit. Est enim duobus modis dicitur, ut verum falsumque designet: aut 
cum unam rem quamlibet propria compositione constituit, ut cum dico : ‘Homo est’, ipsum 
‘est’ cum homine iunctum atque compositum esse hominem constituit et fit exinde enun- 
tiatio ; aut rursus cum duae res per ipsius verbi compositionem copulationemque iungun- 
tur, ut est: ‘Homo animal est’; homo namque et animal copulantur atque iunguntur per 
id quod dicitur ‘homo animal est’. Ergo si omnis veri falsique in enuntiatione significatio 
eius quod dicitur est in compositione est, cum aut sua compositione aliquid esse constituit 
aut duas res copulat atque componit, vis eius quae in enuntiationibus propositionibusque 
monstratur in veri falsique scilicet designatione praeter ipsas compositiones, in quibus hoc 
solet efficere, nulla est. . . . Recte igitur dictum est consignificare quandam compositionem, 
quae sine compositis intellegi non valeret. » 

54 In PH2 , 77 : 3-13 ; cette position d’Alexandre, comme celle de Porphyre, est eclairee 
par le temoignage d’Ammonius, voir De Rijk, 2002, 223 et 229-35, 2003, 217-23, ce qui 
constitue pour l’auteur un argument supplemental pour penser que Ammonius est la 
source de Boece (voir De Rijk 2002, 224, n. 122 pour un rappel de l’opposition entre 
deux opinions a ce sujet; 2003, 227). 



194 


IRENE ROSIER-CATAGH 


des categories, qui est a la source du deuxieme type d’equivocite (b) decrit 
par les Glosulae , et des discussions ulterieures sur le meme sujet que l’on 
rencontre, au xn e siecle, chez Pierre Helie ou les Porretains 55 . 

Porphyre propose une autre explication, selon ce que rapporte Boece : 
Aristote veut dire que le verbe ‘ etre 5 ne designe aucune substance, mais 
est toujours (litteralement) une conjonction. Lorsque i ete > est employe seul 
(1), il sert a indiquer la conjonction des choses qui sont; ‘ Socrates est dit: 
‘ Socrates aliquid eorum est quae sunt , Socrate est quelque chose parmi les 
choses qui sont. Lorsqu’il est construit avec un predicat, et Pexemple est 
celui d’un predicat d’accident (2.2), ‘ Socrates philosophy est\ je dis (a) que 
Socrate participe a la philosophic, mais, en outre, (b) je conjoins Socrate 
et la philosophic. Selon cette explication, le verbe ‘etre’ se trouve done 
bien avoir une valeur de conjonction a la fois dans le cas (1) et dans le 
cas (2), par (b). Porphyre peut ainsi conclure que 'est ne signifie pas de 
chose, mais n’a qu’une valeur de conjonction [vim coniunctionis cuiusdam 
obtinet , non rei). II ne prend cette valeur que lorsqu’il est dans une com¬ 
position avec d’autres termes, signifiant ainsi soit la conjonction des 
choses qui sont, en (1), soit la conjonction d’autre chose selon la parti¬ 
cipation, en (2.2) 56 . Dans In PHI , Boece privilegie, dans le cas (2.1), 
le « couplage des choses » signifiees par le sujet et le predicat, qui se 
trouve relever de la substance dans Pexemple choisi; dans In PH2 , il 
accepte, dans le cas (2.2) qui conceme Pattribut accidentel philosophus , 
Popinion de Porphyre selon laquelle est realisee a la fois une conjonction 
selon la participation et un couplage des choses. Mais il ne suit pas 
Porphyre pour ce qui est d’attribuer une signification vide a la copule : 
dans ses deux commentaires, Boece interprete le passage d’Aristote comme 


55 Voir Kneepkens, 2000. 

56 In PH2 , 77 : 13-78 : 8 : « Porphyrius vero aliam protulit expositionem, quae est huius- 
modi: sermo hie, quem dicimus ‘est’, nullam per se substantiam monstrat sed semper 
aliqua coniunctio est: vel earum rerum quae sunt, si simpliciter apponatur, vel alterius 
secundum participationem. Nam cum dico : ‘Socrates est’ hoc dico : ‘Socrates aliquid eorum 
est quae sunt’ et in rebus his quae sunt Socratem iungo; sin vero dicam: ‘Socrates phi¬ 
losophus est’, hoc inquam : ‘Socrates philosophia participat’. Rursus hie quoque Socratem 
philosophiamque coniungo. Ergo hoc est quod dico vim coniunctionis cuiusdam obtinet, 
non rei. Quod si compositionem aliquam copulationemque promittit solum dicum nihil 
omnino significat. Atque hoc est quod ait: nec si ipsum est purum dixeris, id est solum: 
non modo neque veritatem neque falsitatem designat sed omnino nihil est. Et quod secu- 
tus est planum fecit: consignificat, inquit, autem quandam compositionem, quam sine 
compositis non est intelligere. Nam si est verbum compositionis, coniunctionisque cuius¬ 
dam vim et proprium obtinet locum, purum et sine coniunctione praedicatum nihil significat, 
sed earn ipsam compositionem quam designat, cum fuerint coniuncta ea quae componun- 
tur, significare potest, sine compositis vero quid significet non est intelligere. » 
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voulant simplement dire qu’elle ne signifie le vrai et le faux que quand 
il est conjoint a d’autres termes 57 . 

Abelard reprend, dans son Sup. Per., les gloses de Boece, pour affirmer 
avec lui que le verbe ‘ est ’ n’a pas a lui seul la valeur d’une affirmation 
(ou d’une negation), mais prend seulement cette valeur en composition. 
Contrairement a M.W. (voir supra 2.2), il refuse d’admettre que la vis 
copulandi du verbe lui confere, a l’etat isole, une intellection composee 
(compositus intellectus ), qui corresponde au sens de la proposition complete 
ou a son dictum™. Il rejette egalement l’opinion de Porphyre, selon laquelle 
le verbe substantif n’aurait par lui-meme aucune signification, et ne « fe- 
rait une conjonction » que joint a d’autres termes, en disant que Porphyre 
n’entend parler ici que de la valeur que le verbe substantif a quand il 
est construit avec un attribut (= cas(2)). En effet, pour Abelard, le verbe 
"etrd possede une valeur existentielle quand il est construit seul, et ne 
perd celle-ci (ou ne devrait perdre celle-ci) que construit en tertium adia- 
cens , comme copule : comme nous le verrons plus bas, c’est seulement 
dans ce cas que le verbe substantif n’a pas de signification qui renvoie a 
une chose, et ne correspond qu’a un mode de concevoir ( modus conci- 
piendi 59 ) (voir infra , par. 4.2.2). 


57 In PH2, 78 : 8-26 (suite de la n. precedente): « Vel certe ita intelligendum est quod 
ait ipsum quidem nihil est, non quoniam nihil significet sed quoniam nihil verum falsumve demons- 
tret, si purum dictum sit. Cum enim coniungitur tunc fit enuntiatio, simpliciter vero dicto 
verbo nulla veri vel falsi significatio fit. Et sensus quidem totus huiusmodi est: ipsa qui¬ 
dem verba per se dicta nomina sunt (nam et qui dicit intellectum constituit et qui audit 
quiescit) sed quamquam significent aliquid verba, nondum affirmationem negationemve 
significant. Nam quamvis rem designent, nondum tamen subsistence eius rei signum est, 
nec si hoc ipsum est vel ens dixerimus, aliquid ex eo verum vel falsum poterit inveniri. 
Ipsum enim quamquam significet aliquid , nondum tamen verum vel falsum est sed in compo- 
sitione fit enuntiatio et in ea veritas et falsitas nascitur, quam veritatem falsitatemque sine 
his quae componuntur coniungunturque intellegere impossible est. » Sur la position d’Aristote 
quant a cette vacuite de signification, voir De Rijk 2002, 37 (et n. 104); 244-5 ; 304-5 ; 
sur celles de Porphyre et d’Ammonius, voir ibid., 227. 

58 Sup. Per., 357 : 36-9 : « Nec si hoc. Ostendit verbum non implere sensum affirmationis 
vel negationis per substantivum, quod dignius ceteris videtur, quod vim maximam copu- 
lationis habet, quia non solum se, verum etiam alias voces copulat tertium adiacens » ; 
358 : 32-4 : “Nostra tamen sententia est in nullo verbo vel intellectum propositionis ex vi 
vocis includi vel dictum proponi, de quo in expositione praedictorum satis egimus. » 

59 Sup. Per., 358 : 34-359 : 8 : « Porphyrius autem hoc loco perversam multum exposi- 
tionem habere videtur, quod teste Boethio ‘est’ substantivum verbum per se sine aliis voci- 
bus prolatum vult omni significatione carere et tamen cum aliis positum significare faciendo 
quandam coniunctionem, de qua coniunctione et significatione eius statim supponitur 
CONSIGNIFICAT AUTEM QUANDAM COMPOSITIONEM et rurSUS : QUAM SINE COMPOSITIS NON EST 
intelligere . Et est solutio quod Porphyrius hoc loco verbum accipit in vi copulationis tan- 
tum, in qua quidem vi modum tantum concipiendi facit, non alicuius rei intellectum habet. 
Unde Boethius iuxta etiam expositionem ait: « si dicam : ‘Socrates philosophus est’, id 
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Ce passage de Boece est Pun de ceux qui sont a Porigine de Pusage 
des termes copulatio-copulare que Ton trouve dans les Glosulae puis chez 
Abelard: il s’agit bien d’une liaison des choses signifiees par le sujet et le 
predicat (cf. texte cite n. 53 : « duas res copulat aut componit»). Notons 
que c’est de ce verbe que sera derive le nom copula , dont on Introduc¬ 
tion semble revenir aux Glosulae 60 . La distinction des differents mages du 
verbe substantif va structurer le developpement sur le verbe substantif, a 
la fois dans les Glosulae sur Priscien, et chez Abelard. 


quod est Socrates philosophia participat. Rursus hie quoque Socratem philosophiamque 
coniungo. ‘Ergo hoc quod dico ‘est’, vim cuiusdam coniunctionis obtinet, non rei», ac si 
diceret: licet ex vi copulationis ad propositionem faciendam verbum vim maximam habeat, 
non tamen ex ea significativum est. » Gf. Sup. Per., 338 : 20 sq. 

60 K f. 41rb, ML. 69rb : « Opponitur ergo. Si substantiva et vocativa verba non iun- 
guntur nominativis nominum in prima et secunda persona sine pronominibus, frustra vide- 
tur Priscianus separare ea ab aliis verbis, cum in hoc non differant ab illis, quod (ab illis 
add. K) sic solvitur. Substantiva et vocativa verba duplicem gerunt naturam, unam cum 
aliis verbis communem, aliam sibi propriam - communem in hoc quod sicut alia verba 
primo loco habent predicari de nominibus positis in subiecto in prima quidem et secunda 
persona mediantibus semper pronominibus, in tertia vero non semper, ut ‘ego Socrates 
lego’, ‘tu Plato legis’, ‘ille homo legit’, ita substantiva et vocativa verba, ut ‘ego Socrates 
sum’, ‘ego Socrates vocor’ et cetera; propriam autem, in hoc quod frequenter sic iungun- 
tur nominativis casibus ut tertio loco adiaceant et in prima quidem et secunda persona 
eos predicari faciant, subici autem pronomina est quando pura est, quando cum nomina¬ 
tivis, ut ‘ego sum Socrates’, ‘ego vocor Socrates’ vel ‘ego Socrates sum Socrates’ et cetera, 
quod aliis non convenit verbis. Nullum enim verbum est copula nisi sue actionis uel pas- 
sionis, his exceptis et sic verba substantie et vocandi aliam vim coniunctionis cum nomi¬ 
nativis habent quam alia verba. » On retrouve le terme copula dans un texte attribue a 
Guillaume de Champeaux, les Introductiones dialecticae artis secundum magistrum G. Paganellum, 
ed. Iwakuma 1993, 90 : « Praedicativa propositio est ilia quae alia praedicatum et subiec- 
tum, ut ‘homo est animal’, subiectum ut ‘homo’, praedicatum ut ‘animal’, est ‘est’ copula 
quae copulat ista duo. » Pour Abelard, voir notamment, dans la Dial., 137 : 2 (cite infra , 
n. 90) ou 132 : 19 : « ... ‘sedet’, ‘currit’, etc. que numquam solius copule officium tenent... », 
et dans le Sup. Per., 351 : 28-34, la glose de la definition d’Aristote (16b7): « Haec <est> 
autem proprietas, quod verbum semper est nota, id est copula praedicatorum de altero, 
id est copulativum est praedicatorum, quae praedicata de altero quam de ipsis verbis copu- 
lantibus necesse est praedicari. Nunquam enim verbum copulativum praedicati subici potest, 
ut ‘lego’ vel ‘legis’ vel ‘legit’ nunquam alicui potest in propositione subici, sed praedicari, 
quando scilicet gemina vi fungitur <copulantis> scilicet et praedicati. » ; ibid., 352 : 14-16 : 
« verba copulativa aliquando sunt nota, id est copula, earum vocum quae dicuntur de sub¬ 
iecto. » On retrouve cette demiere glose dans le commentaire H15 = GDS (Glossae ‘doc- 
trinae sermonum’), ms. BN lat. 15015, f. 185ra, que m’a aimablement permis d’utiliser P. 
King: « Verbum est nota eorum quae praedicantur, id est universalium, vel eorum quae 
in subiecto, id est individuorum, quae non proprie dicuntur praedicari sed semper in sub¬ 
iecto ponuntur. Secundum hoc per praedicari de subiecto notat universalia, per esse in 
subiecto singularia. Et tunc nota pro copula accipitur. Vel inde verbum nota dicitur quod 
significat accidentia quae semper de altero praedicantur. Sed quia accidentium quae- 
dam sunt universalia, <ea> de subiecto praedicari notat; quae vero singularia sunt, in sub¬ 
iecto dicit esse existentia. » 
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4. e Est* dans des predications de secundo adiacente 61 

Si I 5 on considere les analyses proposees pour le verbe substantif selon les 
divers contextes d’emplois, on constate non seulement des divergences 
entre les grammairiens et Abelard, mais encore des variations notables 
dans les positions soutenues par Abelard, entre la Dialectica et la Logica 
( Ingredientibus\ Comme on le verra, les trois cas distingues par Boece dans 
ses commentaires (1), (2.1) et (2.2) sont analyses. 

4.1. Uanalyse des grammairiens 

Etant donnee qu’ont ete posees, pour le verbe substantif, deux valeurs, 
la vis verbi et la vis substantive il va s’agir de montrer la maniere dont cha- 
cune de ces valeurs se realise, en fonction des trois contextes d’emploi. 
On notera que l’analyse de ces contextes est menee dans la section conte- 
nue originellement dans le chapitre du pronom (C) des Glosulae. Selon les 
Glosulae , le verbe substantif, pris seul ou secundo loco (ex. Socrates est), (a) 
selon la vis verbi , « couple » toutes les actions et passions qu’il signifie en 
disjonction 62 , a la difference des autres verbes qui ne peuvent « coupler » 
que Taction ou la passion qu’ils signifient en propre ; (b) selon la vis sub¬ 
stantive il a une valeur existentielle et pose Texistence du sujet, puisqu’il 
signifie que ‘Socrate est un de ceux qui existent 5 - on reconnait Tana¬ 
lyse de Porphyre rapportee dans In PH2, pour le cas (1) (C§3). Dans un 
second temps, on voit Maitre G./W. inflechir cette analyse, en transpo- 
sant de la signification a la predication la these de la double equivocite. 
II admet (a): ‘ Socrates est , selon la vis verbi , equivaut a prediquer toutes 


61 Nous employons par commodite le couple de secundo/tertio adiacente qui n’est pas encore 
utilise a Pepoque d’Abelard, et ne le sera pas avant le milieu du 13 e siecle, bien que ter- 
tium (tertio) adiacens , deja chez Boece (et Aristote), le soient. Voir l’etude importante de 
Nuchelmans 1992, qui detaille et explicite les difficultes de la terminologie utilisee. On 
trouve pour le premier membre du couple : simpliciter, per se , proprie, primo loco . .. ; pour le 
second soit secundo loco ou per accidens (si on considere que le verbe etre est predique en 
second lieu, en plus de Pattribut lui-meme), soit interpositum tertium , tertium adiacens ou autres 
expressions de ce type, quand on renvoie a sa place ou a son role en tant que troisieme 
constituant dans la proposition et done adjoint aux autres termes. Les Glosulae utilisent 
respectivement primo loco et tertium adiacens. Pour le grec, voir De Rijk 2002, 306-14. 

62 C§3 : « Cum enim dico ‘Socrates est’, si consideremus ‘est’ in vi verbi, actiones quas 
significat, idest lectionem et alias sub disiunctione copulat cum Socrate. » Grammaticalement, 
le complement « sub disiunctione » peut determiner soit « signifier» (‘est’ couple avec 
Socrate, les actions qu’il signifie, a savoir la lecture etc. en disjonction) ou « coupler » (‘est’ 
couple avec Socrate les actions . . . en disjonction etc.). La seconde alternative est plus 
plausible, et est explicite dans le texte de la note qui suit. 
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les actions en disjonction, d’ou l’equivalence avec Socrate lit ou marche ou 
frappe etc. Mais il modifie (b): selon la vis substantive cet enonce equivaut 
a prediquer toutes les essences en disjonction, d’ou l’equivalence avec 
Socrate est un homme , ou un ane, ou la blancheur etc. 63 

4.2. Uanalyse d 3 Abelard 

Abelard rejette fermement 1’analyse que les grammairiens font selon la 
vis verbi , et l’equivocite qu’elle implique - il s’agit ici de la premiere des 
deux types d’equivocite (a). Il mentionne dans la Dial une analyse de 
l’equivocite proche d’une des analyses citees dans les Glosulae (A§2), et 
developpee a partir du parallele avec certains verbes qui, comme le depo¬ 
nent c amplector ^ 64 , sont equivoques parce qu’ils signifient une action avec 
une forme passive 65 . Puis l’on retrouve, avec la formule habituelle, la posi¬ 
tion des Glosulae , qu’il critique. Si le verbe ‘etre > signifiait equivoquement, 
selon sa valeur verbale, une action ou une autre en tant qu’adjacente, il 
ne devrait pas etre appele « substantif » 66 . Quoi de plus ridicule, dit-il 


63 Maitre G<uido ?>, ms. O, p. 372 a , ed. Kneepkens 1978, 120, n. 36: «Non enim 
unam tantum actionum vel passionum, sed omnes sub disiunctione, quando est ‘est’ prin- 
cipaliter predicatum, ut cum dico ‘Socrates est’, omnes actiones vel passiones sub disiunc¬ 
tione predico, idest vel legit vel ambulat vel percutitur vel aliquid aliorum. Et hoc verbo 
in hac significatione rare usi sunt auctores. Ex hoc autem quod est substantivum omnes 
res in essentia significat. Et hoc modo acceptum item est equivocum, quia ita ‘est’ accep- 
tum principaliter predicatum omnes essentias ut essentias sub disiunctione predicat, ut cum 
dico ‘Socrates est’, intelligo vel homo vel asinus vel etiam albedo. Et ita de omnibus; 
secundum quam significationem maxime agitur ab actoribus de ‘est’. » Voir Sententia I, ed. 
Fredborg 1977, 3-8, cit. supra , n. 27. 

64 Voir Instil. VIII, 14-15, VIII, 26, VIII, 83. 

65 Dial. I, 132 : 26-33 : «Utquid enim, sicut in aequivocatione sua ‘ens’ acceptum ver- 
bum dicitur multiplex, ipsum quoque ad quamlibet significationem restrictum verbum non 
dicatur simplex, sicut ‘amplector’ et quae sunt aequivoca? Sicut enim aequivocum nomen 
multa nomina secundum significationem multiplicem dicitur, ita aequivocum verbum multa 
verba secundum multas significationes dicendum est atque in singulis acceptum simplex 
verbum, ut etiam <secundum> singulas rerum essentias verba queant, sicut et nomina, 
substantiva esse. » 

66 Dial. I, 133: 5-28 : «‘Est’ quoque memini, quando in vi verbi ponitur, secundum 
adiacentiam quarumlibet actionum aut passionum equivocum dicunt. Nec tunc quidem 
substantivi significationem tenere sed adiectivi, turn (?) quidem, cum dicimus ‘Socrates est’ 
atque in vi verbi ‘est’ utimur, actionem aliquam ut adiacentem, vel cursum vel aliam, 
oportet intelligi atque attribui. . . Sed iam profecto <si> gramaticum verbum ponitur ‘est’, 
male ipsum substantivum appellant. Nec si omnium, ut arbitror, philosophorum auctori- 
tates percur<r>ant, hanc significationem de actione aut passione in ‘est’ verbo percipient, 
ut videlicet cum dicitur: ‘Socrates est’, ipsum amare vel amari vel aliquam aliam actio¬ 
nem aut passionem habere intelligat; nec ratio eorum, ut estimo, poterit monstrare, que 
actiones in iacendo vel vivendo intelligantur aut qualiter actio iacendi a positione diversa 
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encore dans Sup. Per., que d’entendre dans 4 ego sunt, soit 4 ego audio\ soit 
4 ego amor" etc 67 . Employe seul, le verbe 4 est a une double fonction, une 
fonction de copule {officium copule) ou de couplage [officium copulandi, vis copu- 
lantis ) et une fonction de predicat (< officium predicatif 8 : il couple bien quel- 
que chose, et ce quelque chose est ce qu’il signifie, a savoir Texistence. 
Cette predication est dite « propre » precisement parce que le verbe sub- 
stantif y garde sa signification premiere 69 . S’il rejete done l’analyse pro- 
posee par les Glosulae selon la vis verbi , substituant a celle-ci la «valeur 
de couplage », Abelard admet tout a fait l’analyse qu’elles proposaient 
selon la vis substantive qui a pour origine, nous l’avons dit, Porphyre et 
Boece : en disant 4 Petrus est , on dit que Pierre est Pune des choses exis- 
tantes ( Petrus est aliqua de existentibus rebus) 18 . Ce fonctionnement du verbe 


sit aut vita actio a vita qualitate contraria morti, que animatio intelligitur, an potius ani- 
mationi; idem enim duo contraria haberi non poterit. De ‘habere’ autem, quod actionem 
quamcumque aliquando significet, ex eo fortasse videbitur quod ‘haberi’ passivum facit 
quodque accusativum regat casum secundum significationem actionis passionem in alium 
infererentis. Oportet itaque vel ‘haberi’ significatione non esse passivum aut non omnem 
passionem ex actione inferri. » 

67 Sup. Per., 347 : 21-2. Cf. la critique virulente de la these de Pequivocite et de ses pro- 
longements theologiques, faite par Pierre Helie, Summa super Priscianum, 198, 83-91 : « Alii 
dicunt quod ‘sum’ significat equivoce omnem actionem et passionem, ut cum dicitur ab 
aliquo, ‘sum’, dicit se comedere fortasse vel bibere vel quod libet aliud quod verbo pos- 
test significari. Et dicunt hii quod cum aliquis dicit, ‘Deus est’, fortasse mentitur, quia 
potest dicere quod ‘Deus est asinus’ vel aliquid aliud falsum huius modi. Immo quando 
eis proponitur ‘homo est’, vel aliquod huiusmodi statim querunt, ‘Est quid ?’, istud Aristotelis 
fortasse postponentes quod ‘est’ quandoque simpliciter ponitur, quandoque est tercium 
adiacens. Sed quia plane insaniunt, nichil contra eos est dicendum. » 

68 Dial. II, 161 : 31-2 : « Sed tunc quidem cum simpliciter predicatur, officio duplici fun- 
gitur, et predicati scilicet et copule. »; cf. ibid., 162 : 9-10 ; 163 : 34-6 : « Primo loco et 
proprie tunc predicatur, cum simpliciter de aliquo dicitur hoc modo ‘Socrates est’; tunc 
non solum habet copulare, sed etiam rem predicatam ponere. » Sup. Per., p. 359 : 22-28, 
cit. infra, n. 71. 

69 Dial. I, p. 134 : 28 : « . . . verba in enuntiationibus posita modo proprie, modo per 
accidens predicari dicuntur; proprie autem predicantur hoc modo : ‘Petrus est’, ‘Petrus 
currit’; hie enim gemina vi funguntur, cum non solum copulandi officium tenent, sed 
etiam rei predicate significationem habent. . . ». En fait Abelard hesite a ce point (cf. De 
Rijk 1970, xlv-xlvi) : dans certains passages il semble bien interpreter le fait que le verbe 
‘ est' signifie toutes les essences en tant qu’essences comme une sorte de signification, une 
res, mads dans d’autres passages, il affirme au contraire que cette propriete le predispose 
a etre une pure copule, a coupler une autre chose que lui-meme precisement parce qu’il 
ne signifie par lui-meme rien, qu’il n’est « tire d’aucune propriete », a la difference des 
verbes adjectifs. Or e’est precisement quand Abelard insiste sur la valeur de copulatio essen¬ 
ce, dans la Dialectica, et que correlativement il n’admet la valeur d’adjacence qu’en la fai- 
sant deriver de la nature accidentelle du predicat, qu’il cherche a faire du verbe 'etre' une 
pure copule. Cf. Dial. I, 132. 

70 Dial. I, 135: 6-8 : « Cum autem proprie dicitur, rem etiam predicatam continet atque 
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substantif n’est pas different de celui des verbes adjectifs : dans les pre¬ 
dications de secundo adiacente , les verbes « couplent et ne sont pas couples » 
et « couplent la chose qu’ils signifient» : tout comme ‘esf couple l’exis- 
tence qu’il signifie, ‘ currit' couple la chose qu’il signifie, a savoir la course 71 . 
Dans la Dialectics l’accent est mis sur le « couplage de l’essence », copu- 
latio essentie , et il propose pour le verbe adjectif la meme glose que pour 
le verbe substantif: 4 Petrus currit equivaut a c Petrus est unus de currentibus’ 12 . 
La valeur de couplage et la valeur predicative sont parfaitement explici- 
tees dans la glose classique : ambulare = ambulantem esse 73 . La caracteristi- 
que propre du verbe ‘etre ’ est de pouvoir coupler a la fois la chose qu’il 
signifie, dans les predications de secundo adiacente , et de prediquer autre 
chose (la chose signifiee par le predicat), dans les predications de tertio 
adiacente. II partage cette seconde caracteristique avec le verbe vocatif, 
dont il se distingue a d’autres egards 74 . 


aliquam rerum existentium indeterminate attribuit, veluti cum dicitur: ‘Petrus est’, hocest 
‘Petrus est aliqua de existentibus rebus’ » ; Sup. Per., 347 : 25-7 : « Veluti cum dicitur ‘Homo 
est’ et ‘Albedo est’, eumdem ubique sensum ‘est’ verbum tenet, ac si diceret est aliquid 
de numero exsistentium. » ; ibid., 362 : 20-3 : « At vero ‘est’ verbum, quod omnia in essen¬ 
tia continet, primo loco praedicatum ens coniungit, cum dicitur: ‘ego sum’, ac si dice- 
rem : ‘ego sum aliquid de exsistentibus’ . . . ». Comparer Porphyre, selon Boece (cf. supra, 
n. 56) : « Socrates aliquid eorum est quae sunt» ; Glosulae (C§3) : « Socrates est unum de 
existentibus ». 

71 Sup. Per., 351 : 39 sq.; 359 : 23-30 : « Et sciendum, quod personalia verba quae prae- 
dicari possunt, cuiuscumque significationis sint, omnia sese copulare possunt, ut si dica- 
tur: ‘Socrates est’, ‘Socrates legit’, ‘esse’ et ‘legere’ per se ipsa praedicantur et gemina vi 
funguntur, quia et vim praedicati habent et copulantis, ut simul et praedicentur et se ipsa 
copulent. Sic enim dicitur ‘currit’, quasi diceretur ‘est currens’. Duo vero verba esse dicun- 
tur, quae sola possunt copulare voces diversas a se, substantivum scilicet et nuncupativum, 
veluti cum dicitur ‘Iste est Socrates’, ‘Iste nuncupatur Socrates’»; ibid., 362 : 7-10. 

72 Dial. I, 132 : 6-10. 

73 Sup. Porph., 16 : 39-17 : 6 : « Est autem praedicari coniungibile esse alicui veraciter vi 
enuntiationis verbi substantivi praesentis, ut ‘homo’ diversis per substantivum verbum vere 
potest coniungi. Ipsa etiam verba, ut ‘currit’ et ‘ambulat’ de pluribus praedicata vim sub¬ 
stantivi verbi in copulando habent. Unde Aristoteles in Peri Ermeneias secundo [Boethius, 
In PHI, p. 14: 12] : ‘In his, inquit, in quibus ‘est’ non contingit, <ut> in eo quod cur- 
rere et ambulare, idem faciunt sic posita, ac si ‘est’ adderetur. Et rursus : ‘Nihil [est], 
inquit, differt hominem ambulare et hominem ambulantem esse’. » 

74 Cette question du parallele entre verbe substantif et verbe vocatif meriterait d’etre 
etudiee pour elle-meme. Voir les Glosulae qui abordent ce parallele a partir de (C§8) jusqu’a 
la fin de notre passage (C§12). Abelard rappelle souvent ce rapprochement, et toujours en 
mentionnant les grammairiens (cf. Dial., 134 : 4-5 : « Solet ita<que>, memini, grammati- 
corum sententia nullam secundum significationem differentiam in nuncupative et substan- 
tivo verbo accipere ...»); les passages cites n. 35 et 71 ; ou Sup. Per., 360: 3-5, 362 : 37- 
363 : 24. On doit se souvenir que l’analyse de propositions comme ‘ chimera est chimera ’ 
repose sur l’idee que le verbe substantif a la valeur d’un verbe vocatif, d’ou la glose ‘ chi¬ 
mera vocatur chimera ’ (Sup. Per., 361 : 12-22). 
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5. ‘Est’ dans des predications de tertio adiacente 
5.2. Uanalyse des grammairiens 

Pour les predications de tertio adiacente , les grammairiens introduisent une 
distinction en fonction de la nature de l’attribut. Les Glosulae precisent 
d’emblee un point important: meme si le verbe possede une valeur ver- 
bale et une valeur substantive par lui-meme {per se), ces valeurs ne sont 
pas necessairement mises en oeuvre, ou actualisees, dans une construction 
donnee (C§4). 

• Lorsque le predicat releve de la substance, ex. ‘ Socrates est animal\ le 
verbe substantif, grace a sa vis substantive couple la chose signifiee par ani¬ 
mal avec la chose signifiee par homme (rem animalis cum re hominis copulat ), 
il exprime la conjonction ‘coherente’ des essences signifiees par le sujet 
et le predicat - on retrouve ici 1’analyse que Boece mentionnait pour le 
cas (2.1) dans In PHI. Meme si le verbe garde toujours sa valeur ver- 
bale propre (signification de Taction et de la passion), celle-ci ne joue plus 
aucun role quand il est tertium adiacens (C§4 ; C§6). Cette formulation 
temoigne en fait de l’imprecision de la notion de vis verbi qui inclut a la 
fois la signification d’action et de passion et la valeur de couplage. Maitre 
G. rectifie cette imprecision, en precisant, de maniere tres coherente, que 
ce n’est pas la vis verbi dans sa totalite qui est exclue dans un tel contexte, 
mais seulement la signification d’action et de passion, puisque la valeur 
de couplage, qui en releve egalement, reste presente 75 . Le verbe ‘etre\ en 
tant que verbe, effectue done le couplage et, en tant que substantif, realise 
le couplage des essences, explicite dans la glose : ‘Ista res est ilia 9 . On 
notera que les Glosulae , comme Maitre G. ou Maitre W., ne parlent pas 
seulement de couplage des res , mais aussi de couplage des essences 76 . 

• Lorsque le predicat releve de Paccident, ex. ‘ Socrates est albus ’ (et le 
cas est le meme quand il s’agit d’un predicat equivoque, comme dans 
‘ Latrabile animal est canis ’), e’est la blancheur qui est « prediquee », mais 
elle n’est pas « couplee » (ici la distinction entre praedicare et copulare est 
bien soulignee): on ne peut dire qu’il y a couplage (i.e. identite) de deux 


75 Maitre G<uido ?>, ms. O, p. 372 a , ed. Kneepkens 1978, 120, n. 36 : « Et notandum 
est quod ‘est’ quando sit tertium adiacens ex natura verbi non habet tunc significare actio¬ 
nem vel passionem, sed hanc solam proprietatem quod unam rem alii copulat et retinet 
ex verbo quod solum copulare est verbis. Quod vero unam essentiam in esse suo alii coni- 
ungit ita ut dicatur: ‘Ista res est ilia’, hoc habet ex hoc quod est substantivum verbum. » 

76 Sententia I, texte cit. supra , n. 27 : « Ex eo vero, quod verbum substantivum est, copu¬ 
lat essentiam essentiarum, utpote ‘Socrates est animal’. » 
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res , puisque la blancheur est, en tant qu’accident, d’une autre nature que 
le sujet. Pour le cas d’un predicat equivoque, l’identite est egalement 
impossible, pour la raison, semble-t-il, qu’un terme equivoque ne dit rien, 
ne renvoie a aucune chose, et est comme de Fair; or on ne peut dire : 
4 cette chose qui aboie est cet air ’ 77 . Les Glosulae expliquent ensuite que de tel- 
les propositions ont un double sens (C§5): 

(a) selon la valeur de la predication (ex vi predicationis ), la proposition 
4 Socrates est albus ’ veut dire que la blancheur inhere en Socrate. 

(P) selon la valeur substantive (ex vi substantivi ), la proposition signifie 
que « cette chose qui est Socrate est un corps blanc », ou que « Socrate 
est une chose blanche ». De la meme fa^on, dans le cas d’un predicat 
equivoque, celui-ci peut avoir une acception extensionnelle, avec le sens : 
cette chose qui est un animal aboyant est Vune des significations de C chien\ de sorte 
que les deux expressions de part et d’autre de la copule signifient la meme 
chose (consignificant). 

Une proposition ou « un accident est dit de son fondement» a done deux 
sens : elle effectue a la fois la predication de l’accident, dont elle dit qu’il 
inhere en son sujet, et realise le couplage des res denotees par le sujet et 
le predicat, comme e’etait le cas pour les predicats substantiels, en com- 
prenant que le predicat relevant de la qualite, 4 albus\ denote une chose 
blanche. On retrouve cette theorie du double sens chez Maitre G., qui 
explique clairement que, selon la valeur de predication, e’est la blancheur 
(albedo) qui est prediquee et affirmee comme inherente au sujet, alors que 
selon la valeur substantive, e’est la chose blanche, et non la blancheur 
comme essence, qui est couplee au sujet 78 . Cette theorie des deux sens 
d’une proposition va etre critiquee par Abelard dans les Super Topica 
Glossae : une fois encore, il attribuera a son maitre W. une analyse que Ton 


77 L’on a peut etre ici un echo de la position d’Alexandre rapportee par Boece, selon 
laquelle un terme equivoque, ne signifiant aucune chose de maniere determinee, ne signifie 
rien ; cf. supra n. 54. 

78 Maitre G<uido ?>, ms. O, p. 372 a , ed. Kneepkens 1978, 120, n. 36: «Videndum 
est cum in hac propositione ‘Socrates est albus’ et ‘albedo’ predicetur de Socrate et pona- 
tur ibi ‘est’ substantivum verbum, utrum accipiatur in vi substantivi verbi quantum ad pre- 
dicatum. Si enim accipiatur in vi substantivi verbi, cum verbum substantivum coniungat 
res in essentia sua, dicetur: ‘Socrates est albedo’, quod falsum est. Sed nota alium sen- 
sum huius propositionis ‘Socrates est albus’ ex vi predicationis, alium ex vi substantivi 
verbi. Ex vi predicationis hoc solum intendit hec propositio quod albedo inhereat Socrati, 
ex vi vero substantivi hoc dicit quod ilia res que est Socrates est res alba. Hoc enim solum 
dicit hec propositio in sensu ad vim substantivi: ‘Socrates est res alba’. » 
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trouve deja dans la premiere version des Glosulae sur Priscien Majeur, et 
qui est reprise dans les Glosulae sur Priscien Mineur. 

Nous reconnaissons chez les grammairiens une analyse proche de celle 
proposee par Porphyre, selon le temoignage de Boece dans In PH2 , pour 
le cas (2.2), puisqu’il degageait egalement deux valeurs differentes dans 
Penonce ‘ Socrates est philosophus\ La difference est que, pour la seconde 
valeur, au lieu de dire que le sujet « participe » a la qualite signifiee par 
le predicat, on dit maintenant que la qualite «inhere » dans le sujet. La 
notion d’inherence ( inherere , inesse) etant caracteristique de la relation des 
accidents a la substance, Ton comprend que la predication par inherence 
soit reservee aux predicats accidentels. 

On peut resumer ces analyses des grammairiens en un tableau : 


Glosulae 

Boece 

Exemples 

Valeurs du verbe substantif 


(a) ex vi verbi 

(b) ex vi substantivi 

(C§2+3) 

<D 

Socrates est 

« actiones quas 
significat, id est 
lectionem et alias sub 
disunctione copulat 
cum Socrate » 

= Socrates est unum 
de existentibus 

(C§4) 

(2.1) 

Socrates est 
animal 

[-] 

« rem animalis cum 
re hominis copulat» 

= ilia res que est 
homo est eadem res 
que est animal 


Sens de la proposition 

(P) ex vi substantivi 

(a) ex vi 
praedicationis 

(C§5) 

(2.2) 

Socrates est 
albus 

[-] 

Socrates est albedo 
— ilia res que est 
Socrates est album 
corpus 
= Socrates 
est alba res 

« solum 
intendit 
propositio 
quod albedo 
inhereat 

Socrati» 


5.2. Les deux analyses d’Abelard 

Abelard va modifier son analyse entre la Dialectica et la Logica ( Ingredientibus\ 
5.2.1. Uanalyse de la Dialectica 

Dans la Dialectica , Abelard privilegie toujours, pour le verbe substantif 
utilise comme copule, la vis substantive et Pidee des Glosulae selon laquelle, 
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signifiant toutes les choses en leur essence, il a pour fonction de coupler 
toutes les choses en leur essence 79 . C’est a cause de cette description 
qu’Abelard critique la vis verbi des grammairiens, entendue comme signi¬ 
fication d’action et de passion 80 . Pour pouvoir coupler autre chose que 
lui-meme, il faut que le verbe substantif ne signifie pas Taction et la pas¬ 
sion, ce qui est pour cette raison interdit aux verbes adjectifs : on dit 
‘Socrates est homo' et pas 'Socrates currit homo' 81 . 

Mais Ton se trouve alors devant une difficulte, si Ton admet que le 
verbe 'est' comporte cette idee d’existence (tantum existentiam continet) et 
signifie « selon Tessence seulement et non selon Tadjacence » (secundum 
essentiam tantum, non secundum alicuius adiacentiam) pour expliquer qu’il puisse 
y avoir predication de choses qui soit n’existent pas, comme des chime- 
res 82 , soit des accidents, comme la blancheur 83 . Abelard, en avan^ant une 
premiere solution, repond a une difficulte dont les Glosulae semblaient 
difficilement se sortir, ayant du mal a concilier la signification d’inhe- 
rence reconnue a tous les verbes et la vis substantivi attribute au verbe 
substantif. De ce fait, certains semblaient soutenir que dans ces predica¬ 
tions de termes accidentels, c’etait principalement Tadjacence de l’acci- 
dent qui etait signifiee, ce qui contredisait la valeur substantive du verbe 
'etre\ Abelard va maintenir, comme valeur premiere de la predication 
d’un terme accidentel, le couplage des essences, qui releve de la nature 
propre du verbe substantif, et correspond a vis substantivi des grammai¬ 
riens (p), et faire de Tadjacence ou de Tinherence de la qualite (a) une 
valeur derivee, seconde, qui depend uniquement de la nature acciden- 
telle du predicat et ne se manifeste que dans le cas ou le predicat est 
accidentel. C’est en effet parce que le predicat 'album' est «impose a par- 
tir d’une blancheur adjacente », qu’il confere cette valeur d’adjacence ou 
d’inherence, qui est seulement «impliquee » (innuitur), a titre second. C’est 
done le couplage de «la chose informee par la blancheur » qui corres¬ 
pond au sens premier de la proposition (‘ Socrates est albus' signifiant ‘Socrate 
est un de ceux qui ont pour forme la blancheur’), et qui est proprement 
exprime par le verbe. Il en va de meme pour ‘ currit , qui a la fois pre- 


79 Dial. I, 132 : 17-20 : « Per ‘est’ vero substantivum, ut dictum est, verbum, quod omni¬ 
bus <secundum> essentiam suam impositum est, quelibet res copulari potest. » ; cf. Glosulae 
(C§4). 

80 Cf. texte cite supra n. 67. 

81 Dial. II, 159 : 11 sq.; Sup. Per., 362 : 14-20. 

82 Ibid., 135 : 18 sq.; Sup. Per., 361 : 12 sq. Il s’agit ici des problemes poses par l’inter- 
pretation du chap. 11 du Peri Hermeneias. Voir Marenbon 1999, Rosier-Catach 1999. 

83 Dial. I, 131 : 26 sq. 
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clique que le sujet est ce qui a la course (‘ Petrus currif signifiant ‘Pierre 
est un de ceux qui courrent’), et donne a entendre que la course est attri- 
buee en adjacence au sujet - le verbe possedant les deux valeurs dans 
sa signification 84 . On notera qu’Abelard reprend la terminologie des gram- 
mairiens, en disant qu’il y a, dans une copulatio essentiae , une relation 
intransitive entre le sujet et le predicat, parce que les choses qu’ils desi- 
gnent sont identiques. Cette idee d’intransitivite est naturellement depen- 
dante de l’analyse extensionnelle de l’attribut: la predication revient a 
exprimer que le verbe substantif couple deux choses, et que done le terme 
sujet et le terme attribut « sont le nom » de la meme chose. Et ceci vaut 
dans tous les cas ou ‘esf est tertium adiacens , que le predicat soit un terme 
substantiel ( animal ) ou un terme accidentel ( albus ) (interprets comme alba 
resf b . Par opposition a la relation intransitive, qui correspond a Pidentite 
de denotation, il peut y avoir copulatio essentie et relation transitive , lorsque 
les choses denotees sont differentes, comme dans ‘ chimera est opinabilis m . 

Comme nous Pavons dit, dans les predications de secundo adiacente , le 
verbe ( etre 3 est pris selon une acception « propre » parce qu’il couple, 
comme les autres verbes, la « chose » qu’il signifie. Dans toutes les predi¬ 
cations de tertio adiacente , quelle que soit la nature du predicat (substantif 


84 Dial. I, 131 : 33-132: 13: « Sed profecto magis ad sensum propositionis atque ad 
officium substantivi verbi illam predicationem pertinere iudico, que est de subiecto albe¬ 
dinis, quod ab ‘albo’ nominatur, quam earn que est de adiacentia ipsius, que per ‘album’ 
determinatur. Cum enim aliquem dicimus esse album, hocest proponimus ipsum esse ali- 
quem ex his que albedine informantur, secundum copulationem essentie illud quod esse 
dicitur, proprie per ‘est’ verbum predicatur, hocest res albedine informata. Sed quoniam 
per “‘albi’ nomen ipsum attribuitur” designatur quod ei ex adiacente albedine impositum 
est, ex ipsa quoque propositione inherentia adiacentis albedinis innuitur. Ilia itaque predi- 
catio essentie que in eo est quod hoc illud esse dicitur, proprie ex verbis propositionis 
exprimitur; ilia vero que est adiacentie attributio, quodammodo innuitur. Sic quoque et 
in ceteris verbis que etiam substantivi verbi copulationem continent - enim qui dicit ‘Petrus 
currit’, id quod Petrus sit unus de currentibus proponit —, proprie in ipsa propositionis 
sententia essentie predicatio monstratur, essentie scilicet alicuius eorum que cursum susci- 
piunt. Sed quoniam non secundum id quod est ipsa, per ‘currit’ significatur, sed magis 
secundum id quod cursum habet, ex predicatione quoque essentie subiecti albedinis adhe- 
rentia forme innuitur. » ; cf. Dial. Ill, 329 : 33-5 : « Tantum itaque ‘predicare illud’ acci- 
pimus quantum si ‘hoc illud esse’ diceremus, tantum per ‘removeri’ quantum per ‘non 
esse’». 

85 Dial. II, 159 : 33 : «... cum dicitur : ‘Socrates est homo’, illisque duobus casibus 
‘Socrates’ et ‘homo’ verbum intransitive coniungitur, cum eorum ad se substantias copu- 
lat interpositum » ; ibid., 166 : 16 : « Oportet autem predicatum subiecto intransitive copu- 
lari, ut videlicet in eadem re ipsius impositio in subiecto inveniatur; veluti cum dicitur 
‘homo est animal’ vel ‘albus’ et ‘homo’ et ‘animal’ vel ‘album’ eiusdem nomina esse opor¬ 
tet. » ; cf. aussi ibid., 585 : 33 sq. 

86 Dial. II, 163 : 38-164: 2. 
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ou adjectif), il couple « autre chose que lui-meme » et ne predique pas 
la chose qu’il signifie, prenant une pure valeur de copule 87 . Pour cette 
raison les predications sont dites «impropres », expression qu’Abelard uti¬ 
lise a chaque fois qu’un terme prend dans une construction une valeur 
qui n’est pas celle qu’il a en vertu de son imposition. Abelard qualifie 
celles-ci, en une acception nouvelle de l’expression, de « predications per 
accidens». C’est le cas egalement quand ce qui est predique est un non- 
existant comme la chimere « puisqu’il ne retient plus sa signification 
d’essence, mais seulement sa fonction de couplage » {cum interpositum 
significationem essentie non habeat sed tantum copulationis officium . . . teneat 88 ). 
Abelard repond ainsi a la question de depart: si le verbe substantif peut 
coupler des choses qui ne sont pas des essences, c’est parce que quand 
il est ainsi mis en tertium adiacens , il exprime simplement que le sujet et 
l’attribut denotent la meme chose 89 . Un passage de la Dial semble pour- 
tant admettre, avec reserve, que la copule garde sa valeur existentielle, 
en acceptant l’inference ‘ Petrus est homo ’ done ‘ Petrus est 90 . Mais Abelard 
precise que ceci vient uniquement de la nature du predicat ‘ homo\ qui 
est le nom d’une chose existante. En d’autres termes, dans les predica¬ 
tions en tertium adiacens , de meme que, avec un predicat accidentel (< albus ), 
la valeur d’adjacence n’est pas imputable a la nature de la copule, mais 
est impliquee secondairement en raison de la nature de ce predicat, de 
meme, avec un predicat substantiel {}homo ), la valeur d’existence n’est pas 
imputable « au sens de la copule » [nee ad eius interpretations pertinet ), mads 
est «peut-etre » presente en raison de la nature de ce predicat ou de 
cette predication {quantum ad predications ‘hominis 3 ). 

Dans un second temps, Abelard se ravise et revient sur cette solu¬ 
tion pour en proposer une seconde : il est impossible de dire que le verbe 


87 Dial. II, 135: 2-6, 161 : 32-3, et ibid ., 162: 11-2: « Cum enim medium interiacet, 
tantum copulat quod subiungitur, non etiam rem in se aliquam continet quam predicet»; 
Dial. II, 163 : 34-8. 

88 Dial. I, 135: 11-3. 

89 Dial. I, 134: 32-135 : 1 : « Per accidens autem et non proprie predicari dicitur, cum 
ipsum predicato ad eius tantum copulationem apponitur, ita: ‘Petrus est homo’. Neque 
enim hie interpositum quoque rem predicatam continet, quippe iam ‘homo’, superflue sup- 
poneretur, sed tantum quod subiungitur predicatum copulat; nec si iam aliquid preter 
hominem in ipso esset attributum, in eodem loco ‘hominem’ copularetur subiunctum. » 

90 Dial. I, 136: 37-137 : 6: «At vero michi omnis ilia verbi predicatio per accidens 
atque impropria videtur, quando ipsum, ut dictum est, tertium adiacens interponitur, cum 
non rem, ut dictum est, predicatam contineat, sed solius copule officium habeat, ut in ea 
quoque qua dicitur: ‘Petrus est homo’ vel ‘albus’. Nec quidem quantum ad eius interpre- 
tationem pertinet, ex eo quod dicitur: ‘Petrus est homo’, inferri potest ‘Petrus est’, sed for- 
tasse quantum ad predicationem e hominis > ) quod existentis rei tantum nomen est . » 
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substantif serait une pure copule, sans aucune valeur existentielle, puis- 
que cette fonction de copule se fonde precisement sur une signification 
secundum essentiam. En outre, comment admettre que 1’on puisse parler de 
predication impropre dans une construction correcte comme ‘chimera est opi- 
nabilis m ? II trouve alors un autre moyen pour effacer la valeur existen¬ 
tielle de la copule, en donnant une nouvelle definition de la predication 
accidentelle : quand est se trouve en tertium adiacens , il ne fait qu’un avec 
le predicat, il n’est qu’une partie du predicat. Ceci lui permet d’echap- 
per aux problemes de consignifications temporelles differentes du sujet et 
du predicat: en disant 6 erit sedens\ si Pon appliquait la copulatio essentie , on 
devrait poser la glose avec un sens divise, fausse : «(il-sera) (un-de-ceux- 
qui-sont-assis-actuellement) » (du fait qu’un substantif ou un participe 
denote toujours un present), ce qui n’est pas le cas si le verbe et le pre¬ 
dicat constituent un groupe unique, qui prend en entier le temps futur: 
«il-sera-un-de-ceux-qui-seront-assis ». Cette idee sera reprise dans le 
Sup. Per., et Abelard precisera alors que cette analyse ou la copule ne fait 
qu’un avec le predicat ne s’applique en fait que lorsque la verite de la 
proposition l’exige, mais pas dans tous les cas, le sens des propositions 
exigeant toujours, pour etre determine, une « faculte de discernement» 
(discretio) pour savoir si elles doivent etre prises selon leur sens propre ou 
selon leur sens impropre 92 . Ainsi, dans l’exemple ‘ nullus puer erit senex\ la 
copule doit garder sa valeur pleine, porteuse de la valeur temporelle, 
puisqu’il est vrai (au sens divise) que « (aucun-de-ceux-qui-sont-actuelle- 
ment-des-enfants) (ne sera) (l’-un-de-ceux-qui-sont-actuellement des enfants » 93 . 
C’est essentiellement a cause des problemes de coreference temporelle 
(qui se posent non seulement dans Interpretation des propositions, mais 
egalement pour etablir les regies de conversion et d’inference syllogisti- 
que), et des problemes particuliers associees au chapitre 11 du Peri Hermeneias 
- chapitre qui fournissait l’idee d’une double analyse par composition 
et par division des groupes complexes que la deuxieme definition de 


91 Dial. I, 138: 7-10: «At vero quomodo locutio propria dicetur, ubi predicatio verbi 
impropria fuerit nec earn in qua inventum est significationem tenuerit ? Neque enim in- 
ventum fuit in officio solius copulationis, verum simul, ut dictum est, in sig<nificati>one 
existentium quod etiam, ut dictum est, inde quelibet quibuslibet copulare potest, quod 
omnibus (nominibus ed.) secundum essentiam suam impositum est. » 

92 Sup. Per ., 350: 19-21 : « Et attende hanc discretionem, quando videlicet singularum 
dictionum propriam significationem servamus et quando non, maximam vim habere in 
determinandis propositionibus. » 

93 Sup. Per., 350 : 32-6. 
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la predication per accidens a ete introduce 94 . Mais c’est plutot dans la conti¬ 
nuity de la premiere solution proposee que se developpe la pensee d’Abelard 
dans ses textes ulterieurs sur la predication. 

5.2.2. Uanalyse de la Logica ‘Ingredientibus’ 

Le commentaire sur le Peri Hermeneias 

Si, dans la Dialectica , Abelard cherchait a montrer que, dans ces predica¬ 
tions de tertio adiacente , le verbe substantif perdait sa signification existen- 
tielle, dans Sup. Per. il va plus loin en affirmant que le verbe substantif 
n’a aucune intellection, qu’il n’« exerce aucune signification de chose » 
(;nullius rex significationem ibi exercet), qu’il est uniquement pose pour signifier 
l’affirmation et la negation 95 . Cette analyse est introduite precisement en 


94 Cf. notamment la maniere dont Abelard reprend sa nouvelle interpretation de la pre¬ 
dication per accidens , dans Dial II, 170 : 31 sq.; sur tout ceci, voir surtout Marenbon 1999. 
Comme John Marenbon, nous ne sommes done pas d’accord pour dire que cette ‘single¬ 
part analysis of verb phrases’ ou ‘two-pieces theory of predication’, interessante par ses 
paralleles avec des theories modemes, constituerait la veritable theorie d’Abelard (voir 
Marenbon 1999, Rosier-Catach 1999). Pour une interpretation differente de ces passages, 
voir Kretzmann 1976, 286 sq. et 295-302, Jacobi 1983 et 1985, 166 (et les passages cites 
n. 110). La chronologie proposee pour les oeuvres logiques d’Abelard pese naturellement 
sur les differentes reconstructions de revolution de sa pensee. En effet, dans la Dial., Abelard 
d’une part qualifie de « communis opinio » l’analyse de la copule comme partie independante 
par opposition a la « novissima sententia » qui la considere comme une partie du predicat 
(encore qu’il ne la reprenne ensuite que comme opinion de plusieurs personnes « nonnulli »), 
d’autre part semble penser que cette theorie du predicat complexe s’applique dans tous 
les cas, alors que dans le Sup. Per. il montre a l’inverse qu’elle ne s’applique que lorsque 
des contraintes liees a la coreferentialite temporelle entre le sujet et le predicat l’exigent. 
Quand on jugeait la Dial posterieure a la Logica ‘Ingredientibus , on pouvait avoir l’impres- 
sion qu’Abelard radicalisait sa position en adoptant la theorie du predicat complexe dans 
la Dial Avec une chronologie inversee, il n’en va plus ainsi, et il apparait manifestement 
que cette theorie n’a ete developpee que pour expliquer que certaines phrases ne pou- 
vaient etre interpretees selon leur sens ordinaire, mais settlement en faisant de la copule 
une partie du predicat, en raison de difficultes liees au temps du predicat. J. Marenbon 
montre de maniere convaincante que l’abandon de cette theorie est liee a la conception 
syncategorematique de la copule, dont nous parlerons au paragraphe suivant. La chrono¬ 
logie ancienne, qui determinait les reconstructions de Kretzmann, Tweedale ou Jacobi, a 
ete inversee au moyen d’arguments convaincants par Mews 1985 (avec les remarques ulte- 
rieures de De Rijk 1986 qui considere les deux oeuvres comme contemporaines; Mews 
1995, 28 et 53 pense que certaines parties de la Dialectica ont pu avoir ete composees 
avant 1113, et qu’elle a ete terminee en 1117-19; Marenbon 1997 et 1999, 201-2, date 
la Dial de 1116-1117 et la Logica de 1118-1120). 

95 Voir Nuchelmans 1973, 140 sq.; Tweedale 1976, 231 sq.; Jacobi 1985, 146 sq.; 
nous sommes d’accord avec Marenbon 1999 quand il montre qu’il s’agit veritablement 
d’une nouvelle theorie de la copule, qui confirme la post-datation de la Logica par rapport 
a la Dialectica. 
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reponse au passage d’Aristote commente par Porphyre et Boece, que nous 
avons lu ci-dessus (supra, par. 3). Abelard reprend la formule d’Aristote, 
dans les termes de Boece, selon laquelle le verbe ‘tire' consignee la compo¬ 
sition, mais ne la signifie pas. Le verbe ‘etre* a pour fonction de conjoin- 
dre ou de disjoindre les intellections signifiees par le sujet et le predicat, 
mais il ne signifie pas cette conjonction ou disjonction. En d’autres termes, 
et contrairement a ce qu’affirmaient la seconde generation des Glosulae et 
Maitre W., le verbe n’a pas comme « tertia signficatio » une intellection 
composee (compositus intellects ) qui reposerait sur la vis copulandi, la valeur 
predicative, et qui lui donnerait une «intellection composee » et done le 
« sens d’une proposition » (cf. par. 2.1. supra et textes des n. 44-47). 
Cette conception, citee de maniere anonyme, est critiquee Abelard, en 
arguant qu’elle impliquerait un redoublement inutile, puisque Ton aurait 
Pintellection de la proposition une premiere fois avec la proposition elle- 
meme, une seconde fois avec le verbe 96 . Ce n’est pas parce que le cou- 
plage du sujet et de l’attribut ne peut s’effectuer sans le verbe substan- 
tif, explique Abelard, que celui doit signfier ce couplage - on pourrait 
tout aussi bien dire alors que puisque le couplage ne peut se faire sans 
le sujet et l’attribut, alors chacun d’eux devrait signifier le couplage et 
avoir Pintellection de la proposition. La solution d’Abelard repose sur 
l’analyse generale qu’il propose pour le fonctionnement des parties 
consignifiantes, analyse dans laquelle s’insere precisement le passage que 
nous discutons sur le verbe substantif. La difficult^ qu’il rencontrait dans 
la Dial, pour adopter la position des dialecticiens, selon laquelle les par¬ 
ties consignifiantes n’ont pas de signification, etait qu’il etait alors difficile 
d’expliquer leur contribution semantique a Pintellection du tout qu’est la 
proposition. Grace a l’utilisation d’une notion nouvelle, celle d’attentio, 
d’origine augustinienne, utilisee notamment pour expliquer Pintellection 
associee aux termes universels, Abelard developpe une theorie nouvelle 


96 Sup. Per., 339 : 32-5 : « Quod si quis dicat ipsam verbi interpositi actionem esse intel- 
lectum coniungentem, scilicet res intellectas per terminos, is utique esset intellectus totius 
propositionis, qui cum per totam propositionem habeatur, iterum per verbum superflue 
haberetur » ; cf. ibid., 357 : 36-9 : « Ostendit verbum non implere sensum affirmationis vel 
negationis per substantivum, quod dignius ceteris videtur, quod vim maximam copulatio- 
nis habet, quia non solum se, verum edam alias voces copulat tertium adiacens. » Le 
contexte de ce dernier passage, ou s’elabore la theorie du dictum, est une discussion sur 
l’intellection des propositions, qui fait intervenir explicitement les considerations sur les 
verbes impersonnels et les verbes de premiere personne. Ce sont ces problemes, dont l’ori- 
gine est le meme passage de Priscien, qui etaient discutes dans les extraits des grammai- 
riens sur Yintellectus compositus signifie par le verbe, que nous citions plus haut. 
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des syncategoremes et de la copule comme actes de Vesprit, ne possedant 
aucune intellection, mais contribuant a Pintellection globale de la propo¬ 
sition 97 . Le verbe substantif effectue Facte de conjoindre ou de disjoindre 
des intellections, et cet acte participe a Pintellection de la proposition, 
sans etre lui-meme me intellection. L’intellection de la proposition, dit-il, se 
compose de trois actes, un acte correspondant a Pintellection du sujet, 
un autre correspondant a celle du predicat, et un acte mental par lequel 
la premiere est liee a la seconde 98 . Aucun verbe n’a done Pintellection 
d’une proposition. Ceci ne veut pas dire que Pon puisse accepter l’opi- 
nion de Porphyre, rapportee par Boece, selon laquelle le verbe substan¬ 
tif n’aurait, prononce seul, aucune signification. Employe seul, secundo loco, 
il a bien une valeur existentielle. Mais quand il est utilise comme copule, 
selon la vis copulationis , alors il n’est que consignifiant « et n’a aucune 
signification propre qu’il couplerait, ne couplant que la chose du predi¬ 
cat » (: nil significations in se tenet, quam in intellectu copulet, sed tantum rem prae- 
dicati suppositi, Sup. Per., 362 : 32-4 99 ). Cette conception syncategorematique 
de la copule, mise en lumiere par K. Jacobi, est tout a fait caracteristi- 
que du commentaire d’Abelard sur le Peri Hermeneias 10 °. En montrant que 
le verbe substantif correspond a un acte de Pesprit, et contribue a Pintel¬ 
lection de la proposition sans posseder lui-meme d’intellection [nee est 
incongruum, si ea actio, quae intellectus non est, sit pars intellectus totius propositio¬ 
ns, ibid.), Abelard peut eviter de faire de la composition ou vis copulandi 
une signification a part entiere du verbe substantif pris en tertium adiacens, 
conception qui avait conduit Maitre W. a dire, a tort selon Abelard, qu’il 
aurait ainsi a lui seul Pintellection d’une proposition complete. 

Notre auteur est ici face a deux exigences qui s’averent difficiles a 
concilier: en premier lieu, il soutient que le verbe substantif signifie tou- 
tes les choses en tant qu’essences, ce qui lui sert a expliquer d’un cote 
la valeur existentielle qu’il prend lorsqu’il est utilise seul, de l’autre qu’il 


97 Sufi. Per., 335: 18-340: 18. Sur la question des syncategoremes ou «parties con- 
signifiantes », Abelard dialogue egalement avec les Glosulae et modifie sa position entre la 
Dial, et le Sup. Per. voir Rosier-Catach 2003b. Sur la notion d ’attentio voir Rosier-Catach 
(a paraitre). 

98 Sufi. Per., 339 : 20 sq. 

99 Cf. aussi Sufi. Per., 452 : 2-7 : «... ubi verbum est tertium adiacens, nec significativum 
accipi videbatur, sicut quando praedicatur primo loco et imaginem omnium exsistentium 
intellectui praesentat. Gum vero tertium adiacet, id est interiacet, quia imaginem exsisten¬ 
tium tunc non tenet, sed ad solam copulationem ponitur, significativum non videbatur eo 
quod intellectus sine imaginatione esse non videtur...» 

100 Jacobi 1986. 
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puisse effectuer en tertium adiacens le couplage toutes les essences, qu’elles 
soient exprimees par un nom, un pronom, un participe, ou meme une 
proposition 101 ; en second lieu, il souhaiterait pour cette derniere tache un 
terme qui ait une pure fonction de copule, et qui - pour les raisons expo- 
sees plus haut - ne possede aucune intellection par lui-meme. Cette 
seconde exigence va le conduire a mettre au second plan la signification 
d’essence, et par la-meme la fonction de copulatio essentie , qu’il retenait 
comme etant la fonction principale du verbe substantif dans la Dialectics 
Mais c’est bien parce que cette signification d’essence est toujours pre¬ 
sente (quia significationem essentiae tenet) et ne s’efface jamais totalement, qu’il 
y a dans toute predication « couplage des essences », bien que ce ne soit 
pas ce couplage qui soit principalement vise par le locuteur en realisant 
une predication. c Socrates est albus\ exprime principalement que la blan- 
cheur inhere en Socrate, comme le disaient deja les Glosulae (cf. (a)). La 
copulatio essentie n’intervient qu’a titre de connotation, secondairement, a 
cause de la signification du verbe substantif, et parce qu’il n’existe pas 
de copule parfaitement pure, degagee de toute signification existentielle. 
En disant ‘ Socrates est albus\ l’intention premiere du locuteur est de predi- 
quer du sujet la blancheur en adjacence, tout en couplant ou conjoignant, 
secondairement, le sujet de la blancheur (ipsum affectum albedine ), en essence 102 . 

L’ordre de priorite des deux analyses, par identite, et par inherence, 
sont ici inversees, par rapport a la Dialectica. Dans la Dial, la valeur pre¬ 
miere est la copulatio essentie et la valeur seconde, qui provient de la nature 
accidentelle du predicat, l’inherence de la qualite. Dans Sup. Per. la valeur 
premiere est l’inherence de la qualite et la valeur seconde, le couplage 


101 Sup. Per., 352 : 18-22, 360 : 13-5. 

102 Sup. Per., 360: 15-361 :3: « Et cum in essentia quaelibet significet, numquam ei 
copulatio essentiae deest, quia ubique per ipsum <proponitur> aliquid aliud esse, etiam 
quando adiectivis adiungitur, veluti cum dicitur ‘Iste est albus’ (. . .) Duo itaque coniun- 
guntur Socrati per ‘album’ praedicatum, albedo scilicet in adiacentia et album, id est ipsum 
affectum albedine, in essentia. Sola tamen albedo praedicatur, quia sola coniungi intendi- 
tur. Non enim quicquid coniungitur, praedicatur, sed id solum, quod propositione coni¬ 
ungi intenditur. Qui enim propositionem facit ‘Socrates est albus’, solam albedinem inesse 
Socrati ostendit, et si haberet verbum per quod posset simpliciter albedinem copulare 
Socrati, ita quod nil subiecti attingeret, profecto sic faceret. Sed quia non est verbum per 
quod id fiat venit ad substantivum, quod quia essentiae tantum significationem habet, non 
potest ipsum proferri sine coniunctione essentiae. In essentia vero non potest albedo Socrati 
copulari, ut scilicet dicatur ‘Socrates est albedo’. Unde, ut et albedo copuletur in adiacen¬ 
tia et secundum subiectum albedinis coniunctio essentiae vere ponatur, adiectivum quod 
est ‘album’ coniungitur verbo, quod et formam quam significat adiacentem praedicet et 
fundamentum quod nominat essentialiter coniungat; secundum albedinem tamen tantum 
praedicetur, quia in tantum vi, ut dictum est, poni intenditur. » 
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des essences, qui a pour origine la valeur existentielle du verbe substan- 
tif (plus litteralement, le fait qu’il « contienne toutes les choses in essen¬ 
tia », qu’il « signifie tout in essentia »): «il pose de ce fait toujours que 
‘quelque chose est quelque chose’ » 103 . Dans la Dialectica, la valeur d’inhe- 
rence avait ete mise au second plan pour eviter un ecueil qu’Abelard 
pouvait trouver chez les grammairiens, a savoir que si elle intervenait 
pour caracteriser la predication, alors ceci semblait impliquer qu’elle etait 
une propriete signifiee par la copule ; Abelard prefere dire que cette valeur 
d’inherence n’intervient dans la predication qu’en raison de la nature du 
predicat, et seulement lorsqu’il est accidentel. Cette idee est directement 
inspiree par les grammairiens quand ils disent que la valeur d’inherence 
est presente lorsqu’on considere la copule ex vi praedicationis , en fonction 
de la nature de la predication, done de celle du predicat, alors que la 
valeur d’identite a pour origine la nature substantive du verbe. Dans Sup. 
Per., la question de la signification du verbe substantif quand il est copule 
est resolue de maniere radicale en disant qu’il n’a pas d’intellection mais 
correspond a un acte de l’esprit. Il peut done se voir attribuer une fonc¬ 
tion, celle d’exprimer l’inherence du predicat dans le sujet, sans que ceci 
ait pour consequence facheuse que cette inherence soit une signification. 
Le debat avec les grammairiens sur la notion d’inherence comme propriete 
signifiee n’est plus aussi present qu’il l’etait au moment de la redaction de 
la Dialectica. Mais cette notion d’inherence va ressurgir dans un autre 
contexte, celui des Topiques , et e’est alors une autre discussion que Abelard 
va mener avec les grammairiens, mettant en jeu a la fois un choix phi- 
losophique sur la nature de la dialectique et des positions ontologiques 
sur la nature des universaux. Elle debouchera sur une reaffirmation de 
la solution qu’Abelard avait developpee sur l’analyse de la predication, 
dans Sup. Per., permettant de mieux comprendre les raisons de son chan- 
gement d’attitude. 

Les Super Topica Glossae 

Dans le commentaire sur le De dijferentiis topicis de la Logica ‘Ingredientibus’, 
Abelard adopte la meme analyse que dans son commentaire sur le Peri 
hermeneias. Mais le contexte de l’analyse lui donne une toute autre portee. 

Le probleme est aborde a partir d’un passage du DDT consacre aux 
questions predicatives : dans toute question de ce type, dit Boece, on 
s’interroge pour savoir si le predicat inhere au sujet {utrum praedicatus inhae- 


103 Debut du texte cite n. precedente. 
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reat subiecto ), c’est-a-dire s’il inhere (inest) en tant que genre, accident, pro- 
pre ou definition. Dans ces questions de inesse on doit done determiner 
quel est celui des quatres modes d’inherence (modi inhaerendi) qui est en 
jeu 104 . II est a noter que ce contexte est Tun des rares ou Boece utilise 
le verbe inhaerere. Abelard pose d’emblee une alternative, qui situe l’en- 
jeu de la discussion : la question de Boece concerne-t-elle les termes sujet 
et predicat, done des voces , ou est-ce que par un processus de translation 
on ne parle pas en fait des res que ces termes signifient 105 ? II semble 
bien, lorsqu’on se demande si Socrate est homme, ou s’il est blanc, que, 
selon le sens, on s’interroge sur des choses. Mais d’autre part quand on 
pose une relation d’egalite, par exemple dans la definition, il est clair 
qu’on ne compare pas des choses mais des termes, puisque l’animal ration- 
nel mortel est reellement identique a l’homme : les termes d’un enonce 
definitoires sont egaux (i.e. de meme extension 106 ) et les choses qu’ils desi- 
gnent sont identiques 107 . D’ailleurs, comme le releve Abelard, Boece parle 
dans le passage des termes sujet et predicat, et pose done la question de 
l’inherence et de ses modes comme une question portant sur des voces 108 . 

Ce qui est particulierement interessant dans le long passage des Sup. 
Top ., e’est qu’Abelard developpe sa solution en discutant les positions de 
son maitre Guillaume de Champeaux et de ses disciples (praeceptor noster 
Willelmus eiusque sequaces 109 ). II rapporte qu’ils distinguaient deux sens dans 
la proposition 4 Socrates est albus ’ : un sens grammatical, un sens dialectique. 
(1) Selon les grammairiens, il y a « couplage des essences » (copulatio 


104 DDT TV, PL 64, 1205C/1186B-C. 

105 Sup. Top., 269 : 36-8; cf. Boethius, DDT TV, PL 64, 1177A-D, 1186B-C. Le passage 
de Pedition Dal Fra est fautif, et ne depend que d’un des deux manuscrits; il doit etre lu 
avec les corrections apportees par De Rijk 1962-7, vol. II/1, 183-6, 1986, 115-6 et Iwakuma 
1996. Sur ce commentaire, voir De Rijk 1962-67, vol. 11/1, 116-22, Green-Pedersen, 1977, 
1984, 422, Iwakuma 1999, Fredborg 2003 (qui edite, a partir des deux manuscrits, le pas¬ 
sage correspondant a Pedition Dal Pra, 256 : 34-268 : 29). 

106 Cette explicitation est justifiee par le passage de Sup. Porph. 59 : 9-19, cit. infra 
n. 133. 

107 Cf. Sup. Top., 285 : 34-286 : 17 ou aussi Glossulae super Porphyrium, 555 : 33-5. 

108 Sup. Top., 270: 31-271 : 2 (a propos du passage De Differentiis Topicis 1186C : « Nil 
quippe in praedicatiuis quaestionibus aliud quaeritur nisi an subiecto praedicatus inhae- 
reat»): « Ex his itaque verbis Boetii quaestionis sensus magis circa terminos ex quibus propo- 
sitio constat, quam circa res significatas versari videtur. Nam cum <post> quaestionem de 
inhaerentia praedicati dicit restare quaestionem de aliquo quattuor modorum inhaerentiae 
ipsius praedicati, oportet praedicatum accipi vocale cuius esse possint hii quattuor modi inhae¬ 
rentiae. Quippe reale praedicatum diffinitio non est, nec etiam genus secundum nostram sententiam dici- 
tur nisi vox, quia solas voces universales, id est de multis praedicabiles concedimus esse. » 

109 Sup. Top., 271 : 38 sq. 
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essentie) et construction intransitive, ou, en d’autres termes, « conjonction 
des choses denotees » par le sujet et le predicat (coniunctio nominatorum) ; la 
proposition effectue selon ce sens le couplage du fondement de la qua¬ 
lite avec le sujet en signifiant que «le sujet de la blancheur est en cohe¬ 
sion essentielle avec Socrate, c’est-a-dire que Socrate est cela-meme qui 
est affecte par la blancheur 110 ». (2) Selon les dialecticiens, la proposition 
exprime Pinherence de la qualite dans le sujet 111 . On retrouve cette theo- 
rie, assignee a maitre W., dans un commentaire sur le De differentiis Topicis , 
a propos de cette meme question de Boece sur Pinherence, et exacte- 
ment dans les memes termes que ceux que rapporte Abelard 112 . 

On reconnait dans cette theorie les deux sens distingues par les Glosulae , 
avec cette qualification supplemental que le sens dependant de la vis 
substantial est appele ici sens grammatical et que celui dependant de la vis 
praedicationis est appele sens dialectique (respectivement (P) et (a) dans le 
tableau ci-dessus), ce qui constitue peut-etre la contribution propre de 
Guillaume a cette analyse. Selon le sens grammatical, tel que le congoit 
Guillaume, il y a toujours conjonction ou couplage des essences , des cho¬ 
ses « nominees » par le sujet et le predicat ( coniunctio essentiae inter nominata, 
copulatio essentiae ), que ce soit dans ‘ Socrates est albus\ ou c’est le fondement 
qui est couple in essentia , ou dans 6 Socrates est albedo\ ou c’est la blancheur 
qui est couplee in essentia. Ces deux enonces sont done juges differents 
par le grammairien, puisque si l’on y trouve le meme mode de couplage 
in essentia , les choses qui sont couplees sont differentes (le fondement/la 
qualite) 113 . Le dialecticien annule cette distinction et juge ces deux enon- 


110 Sup. Top., 272 : 19-21, cit. infra. 

111 Sup. Top., 272: 31-5. 

112 Texte cite par Green Pedersen 1974, 21-2 et plus completement par Kneepkens 
1993, 65, n. 6 (ms. Orleans 266, p. 213b): « M. tamen W. dick unamquamque proposi- 
tionem et questionem habere duos sensus, unum gramaticum et alium dialecticum. Verbi 
gratia. ‘Socrates est albus’ habet hunc gramaticum : Socrates est alba res, et hunc dialec¬ 
ticum : albedo inheret Socrati. Et iterum hec questio ‘utrum Socrates est homo vel non 
est homo’ habet ilium gramaticum, quern proprie generat, et hunc dialecticum utrum pre- 
dicatum inhereat subiecto; quern hie dicit Boetius esse communem omnibus predicativis 
questionibus. » Cf. De Rijk 1962-67, vol. II/1, 183 sq. 

113 Sup. Top., 272 : 4-31 : « Quod quia intransitive ea copulat, eisdem secundum termi- 
nalem significationem, consignificat solam coniunctionem essentiae, quae verbo substantivo 
exprimitur, omnia in essentia significare considerat, etiam nominata praedicati nominis et 
subiecti, secundum id scilicet quod Socrates dicitur esse ipsum album, id est ipsum quod 
albedine est affectum; et hii tantum copulationem essentiae fundamenti albedinis ad Socratem 
attendunt. Quippe ‘album’, quod secundum solam nominationem intransitive copulatur 
Socrati, solum fundamentum nominando significat, albedinem vero determinando circa 
fundamentum, non nominando. Unde illi qui vim intransitionis attendunt in constructione, 
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ces equivalents, puisqu’il considere exclusivement la predication, et qu’est 
dans les deux cas prediquee la blancheur, et exprimee l’inherence de la 
qualite 114 . Ce n’est pas le sens dialectique, pourtant juge «superieur», 
mais le sens grammatical, qualifie de « plus expressif et plus determine », 
qui, selon Guillaume, permet d’evaluer la valeur de verite de la propo¬ 
sition 115 . Le sens dialectique doit par contre intervenir pour repondre a 
la question initiale de Boece, celle de savoir si le predicat inhere en tant 
que genre, accident, etc. 116 . 

Abelard va rejeter la position de Guillaume et sa theorie des deux sens, 
parce qu’elle implique, a un double titre, un realisme qu’il ne peut accep¬ 
ter, d’une part comme conception de la dialectique, d’autre part comme 
theorie des universaux. 

Abelard refuse d’accepter qu’il y ait deux sens dans une proposition, 
bien qu’il connive que deux disciplines differentes puissent avoir sur une 
meme proposition deux analyses distinctes, un point qu’il developpe a 
plusieurs reprises 117 . II lui semble incoherent d’admettre que les proposi¬ 
tions simples, mais egalement les hypothetiques, doivent etre prises selon 
le sens grammatical et la copulatio essentiae (puisque 'Si Socrates est substan¬ 
tia, Socrates non est qualitas ’ n’est acceptable que parce que Socrate n’est 


maxime ad coniunctionem nominatorum respiciunt, secundum quam intransitio fit, ut sit 
grammaticus sensus quod subiectum albedinis essentiality cohaeret Socrati, scilicet quod ipse Socrates est 
ipsum quod albedine est affectum. Similiter autem si dicatur ‘Socrates est albedo’, coniunctio¬ 
nem essentiae inter nominata considerat et hie accidens in essentia, ibi jiindamentum in essentia 
Socrati copulatur et ubique eumdem copulationis modum, scilicet in essentia, retinentes, 
secundum diversitatem copulatarum rerum diversos habent sensus ; et in his duabus pro- 
positionibus ‘Socrates est albedo’ et ‘Socrates est albus’, quippe ibi in essentia qualitas Socrati 
copulatur, hie Jundamentum qualitatis in essentia Socrati coniungitur, quia <ibi> in Socrate dici- 
tur esse ipsa albedo, hie [sunt] albedinis subiectum. » Ibid., 272 : 38-9 : «Ibi vero, scilicet 
in grammatico sensu, copulatio tantum essentiae attenditur. » 

114 Sup. Top., 272: 31-38: «At vero dialectici, sicut dicebat, qui maxime praedicatio- 
nem attendunt, eumdem sensum accipiunt in his duabus propositionibus ‘Socrates est albus’ 
et ‘Socrates est albedo’, quia albedo quae tantum praedicatur in utraque propositione dici- 
tur inhaerere Socrati. Et hie quidem dialectici sensus quodammodo generalior et superior 
dicitur quantum ad sensum grammaticum, quia hie large in essentia attenditur habens se 
ad inhaerentiam essentiae et adiacentiae. » 

115 Sup. Top., 273 : 3-10; continue par le passage commentaire deja mentionne n. 112, 
cite par Kneepkens 1993, 65, n. 6: « Si omnis propositio habet dialecticum et gramati- 
cum sensum, tunc ista ‘Socrates est albedo’ habet gramaticum istum : Socrates est ille color 
albedo, dialecticum vero hunc : albedo inheret Socrati. Qui sensus, cum verus sit, quare 
propter ilium non est vera propositio ? Ad quod dicunt nullam propositionem esse veram nisi verum 
habeat gramaticum sensum. » 

116 Sup. Top., 273 : 10-5. 

117 Voir aussi Sup. Porph ., 17 : 112-28 ; 58 : 33-59 : 4. 
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reellement pas une qualite), alors que les questions predicatives, qui por¬ 
tent, comme le veut Boece, sur Finherence du predicat dans le sujet et 
dependent des rapports topiques entre termes, doivent etre prises selon 
le sens dialectique. La question ‘ Utrum Socrates sit qualitas vel nori et la 
reponse ‘ Socrates est qualitas ’ doit etre pris selon le meme sens pour que 
la seconde reponde veritablement a la premiere 118 . 

Abelard developpe sa propre solution a rinterrogation de Boece en dis- 
tinguant la question de Finherence de celle des modes d’inherence. Elle 
se laisse resumer ainsi: la question de Boece, est-ce que le predicat inhere 
au sujet, conceme les choses {de rerum sensu u * ), la question des modes 
d’inherence conceme les termes 120 . Dans le premier cas, on s’interroge, 
pour savoir soit si la chose denotee par le sujet est la meme chose que 
celle denotee par le predicat {Est-ce que Socrate est un homme ? 121 ), soit si la 
chose Socrate est affectee par la blancheur {Est-ce que Socrate est blanc ?). 


118 Sup. Top., 273 : 21-35. 

119 Sup. Top., 275 : 7-13 : « Quod autem dicitur supra in praedicativa quaestione quaeri 
utrum praedicatus inhaereat subiecto, de rerum sensu hie, non de vocibus accipimus. Veluti 
in ista quaestione ‘utrum Socrates est homo’ vel ‘Socrates est albus’ quaeritur scilicet utrum 
praedicatus eius inhaereat subiecto suo, id est utrum res subiecti termini sit res ipsa prae- 
dicati vel quaeritur utrum afficiatur ea . . . » ; id. 275 : 18-29. 

120 Sup. Top., 276 : 31-9 : « At vero cum constat aliquid inesse alicui, id est constat rem 
ipsam subiecti rem ipsius praedicati in se habere, anima revertens a sensu rerum ad proprie- 
tates terminorum considerat in ipsis terminis quid sit modus praedicationis, id est utrum ter¬ 
minus praedicatus inhaereat, id est conveniat, subiecto termino, vel tamquam genus ipsius, 
vel tamquam diffinitio etc., hoc est quod ait: In omni praedicativa quaestione quaeritur utrum 
praedicatus inhaereat subiecto, id est utrum res subiecti termini in se habeat res praedicati. Cum 
autem. Proponitur, id est vere dicitur aliquid inesse alicui, id est rem praedicati termini 
inesse rei subiecti, id, videlicet praedicatus terminus, aut maius erit etc.; et hoc loco rela- 
tio propositionis quod est id ad vocem fit, ac si ita diceremus : id hoc potest fortasse sic 
facilius exponi, ut videlicet dicatur quod in omni dialectica quaestione praedicativa dubi- 
tetur de terminis ipsius, utrum scilicet praedicata vox vere copuletur subiectae voci, sicut 
disponit. . . ». Sur la distinction entre inherentia et modus inherentie, voir aussi Garlandus, 
Dialectica, 91 : 22-30. 

121 Cf. Sup. Top., 253 : 40-254: 20 : « . . . cum quaeritur: ‘Utrum homo sit animal’, hie 
requiritur probatio inhaerentiae praedicati ad subiectum, hoc est ut probetur res subiecti 
esse res praedicati. Nam licet ‘terminus’ proprie sit nomen vocis, rem quoque aliquando 
per translationem denotat; nisi enim ad signipcationem rerum applicetur, nihil ad sensum quaestio- 
nis. Quippe quaestio quoque sicut propositio a qua descendit de rebus agit non de vocibus , sed per voces. 
Cum enim quis quaerit ‘utrum homo sit animal’, tale est ac si diceret: ‘<utrum> res ilia 
quae homo est sit ilia quae est animal’. Similiter cum quaerit: ‘Utrum si est homo est 
animal ?’ non de propositionibus agitur, sed de rebus per partes propositionum. Unde bene 
ait: utrum res quae consequens esse proponitur comitetur, id est consequatur, ad prae- 
cedentem, ipsum videlicet animal ponatur ad positionem hominis, quod tale est ac si dice- 
retur: ( Utrum si est res ilia quae est homo, sit ea quae est animal’. Tale est ergo, quantum ad 
sensum, inhaerere hoc illi, vel consequi hoc ad illud, ac si diceretur illud esse hoc, vel si illud est, hoc esse. 
Quod ait in quaestione dubitari tale est per quaestionem quaeri et proponi quasi dubium 
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Cette «inherence » dont parle Boece, explique Abelard, est une «inhe¬ 
rence des choses » ( inhaerentia rerum) - expression que Ton rencontre d’ailleurs 
dans les Glosulae super Priscianum minorem , dans un contexte ou il est pre- 
cisement traite des questions 122 . Celle-ci comporte deux especes, Pinhe- 
rence d’essence ( inhaerentia essentiae ) correspondant au premier exemple, et 
Pinherence d’adjacence ( inhaerentia adiacentiae) correspondant au second. 
C’est elle qu’il convient de considerer lorsqu’on veut determiner si ce que 
dit la proposition est vrai ou non. Mais une fois Pinherence posee, selon 
ces deux modes, Pesprit, dit Abelard, « peut se detourner des choses, pour 
s’occuper des proprietes des termes », passer de la question de Pinherence 
a celle des modes d’inherence, et ainsi se consacrer a ce qui constitue 
proprement Panalyse dialectique de la predication : il faut alors determi¬ 
ner la maniere dont le predicat inhere au sujet, c’est-a-dire Pinherence 
des termes (inhaerentia terminorurri) m . On se demande alors, en considerant 
les voces predicat et sujet, et les relations (d’egalite, de superiorite, de pre- 
dicabilite etc.) qu’ils entretiennent, si, par exemple, ‘animal’ inhere en 
‘homme’ en tant que genre, definition, propre, ou accident 124 . Alors que, 
pour determiner ces rapports topiques, Guillaume avait besoin de poser 
un « sens dialectique », distinct du « sens grammatical», Abelard refuse 
cette difference, mais introduit a la place une distinction entre les deux 
types d’inherence, et affirme que les rapports topiques se situent au seul 
plan de P inhaerentia vocum ou terminorum. 


utrum ita sit ut in propositione dicitur, ut videlicet ilia res illi inhaereat, hoc est haec sit 
ilia, vel ad illam consequatur ut videlicet si ista sit et ilia sit. » 

122 A, ad XVII, 22 (GLK III, p. 121:9), f. 138va (j’utilise la transcription de Margareta 
Fredborg, que je tiens a remercier): « Sciendum est quod hie non agitur de omni inter- 
rogatione nisi tantum de ea in qua simpliciter queritur vel de ignorata substantia vel de 
ignorata qualitate. Non enim hie agitur de interrogationibus in quibus queritur de inheren- 
tia rerum vel de de consecutione consequents ad antecedens, sicut he: ‘Utrum So. sit homo?’, 
‘Utrum si est homo, est animal?’ et de similibus. Neque de illis que hunt sine voce inter- 
rogativa sicut hec ‘legis?’, ‘vides hominem?’ et de huiusmodi, sed tantum de illis agitur, 
ut diximus, in quibus vel ignorata <substantia> vel ignorata qualitas queritur. Et accipe 
large substantiam et qualitatem. » 

123 Sup. Top., 270 : 31 sq. (cit. supra n. 109); 271 : 13-5 ; 276 : 31-9 (cit. supra n. 120); 
280 : 7-9 ; cf. 254 : 20-32 : « Quod autem, ut in praedicativa quaestione, ad ipsum dubi- 
tari an subiecto etc., ad illas praedicativas quaestiones refertur quae de inhaerentia punt, 
non de modo inhaerentiae, veluti cum dicitur: ‘Utrum hoc sit animal’, haec de inhaerentia est. 
Si quis autem quaerat: ‘Utrum animal sit genus hominis’, vel ‘inhaereat homini’, id est 
praedicetur de eo ut genus, de modo est inhaerentiae. Unde in sequentibus dicet quod cum 
constiterit aliquid inesse alicui, restat questio quisnam sit modus inhaerendi. Sed profecto 
omnis quaestio de modo inhaerentiae est etiam de inhaerentia, quia non potest quaestio 
a praedicativa propositione descendere quae de inhaerentia terminorum ipsius non requirat. » 

124 Sup. Top., 276: 40-277: 18; 279: 17-281 : 25. 
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A-t-on des elements permettant de connaitre exactement la position de 
Guillaume, autrement que par les critiques d’Abelard ? En tant que 
realiste 125 , il a bien defendu une logique qui soit in re , comme le mon- 
trent les extraits publies par N.J. Green-Pedersen 126 . On pourrait done 
s’attendre a ce qu’il interprete la question des modes d’inherence comme 
portant sur des res , puisque pour lui les predicables (genre, espece etc.) 
sont des res : dire que la blancheur inhere en Socrate en tant qu’accident 
reviendrait a parler d’une chose universelle 127 . Or nous possedons pour- 
tant un temoignage qui rapporte que Maitre W. soutenait que les rap¬ 
ports topiques concernaient les voces et les consequences les choses 128 . 
L’explication tient peut-etre a ce que, ainsi que l’explique Abelard, puisqu’il 
n’y a pas de definition des choses , mais seulement des voces, ceux qui sou- 
tiennent que les predicables sont des choses transferent la definition du 
nom a la chose qu’il signifie, et parlent ainsi de la chose, en tant qu’elle 
est l’objet de la definition 129 . 

Avant d’envisager le second pan de la critique d’Abelard contre Guillaume 
de Champeaux, qui a trait a sa conception de Yinhaerentia rerum , il nous 
faut insister sur le fait que cette distinction entre ces deux acceptions de 
la notion d 'inherence est deja dans la Dialectics et se maintient intacte en 
divers passages de sa Logica. Le passage le plus explicite se trouve dans la 


125 Sur l’opposition d’Abelard a Guillaume de Champeaux sur la question des univer- 
saux, voir notamment Jolivet, 1982 2 [1969 1 ], de Libera 1996, 132 sq.; id. 1999, 281 sq. 

126 Voir Green-Pedersen 1974 et 1984, 165 sq. ; Iwakuma 2003. 

127 Cf. Jolivet 1991, 242-3. 

128 Commentaire sur le De syllogismis categoricis , ms. Orleans 266, 182b, cit. par Iwakuma 
2003, 8 : « M. W. dicit quod satis potest fieri huiusmodi consequents inter res , et habitudo 
et locus potest notari inter ipsas voces , sicut ubi definitio probat definitum vel e converso ‘Si 
Socrates est animal rationale mortale, Socrates est homo’, etc. consequents est inter res 
et habitudo potest assignari in vocibus . . . » ; cf. aussi un commentaire sur le Peri Hermeneias 
= H20, ms. Orleans 266, p. 260b-261a, cit. ibid., 10: «... Contra hoc dicebat magister 
W. sic esse determinandum: si ‘Socrates est homo’ est vera gratia rerum de quibus agit, 
tunc Socrates est homo . . . ». On peut comparer la position de Guillaume a celle de Boece, 
dans le passage suivant: Boece, DDT, PL 64, 1177B: « Quae cum ita sint, in praedica- 
tiva quaestione dubitatur an subiecto termino praedicatus inhaereat. In hypotheticis vero 
quaestionibus, illud tantum quaeritur an illam rem quae praecedit comitetur id quod 
sequens esse proponitur.» Voir aussi Fredborg 1976, 23 sq., Green-Pedersen 1977. 

129 Cf. Abelard, Sup. Top., 270: 34-271 : 9 « Quippe reale praedicatum definitio non 
est, nec etiam genus secundum nostram sententiam dicitur nisi uox quia solas uoces uni- 
versales, id est de multis praedicabiles concedimus esse. At fortasse hii qui res quoque 
universales esse concedunt, cum genus aut proprium vel accidens res esse dixit, definitionis 
quoque nomine per quamdam translationem rem significatam a depnitione designabunt, quotiens scilicet 
ipsa res per definitionem significabitur, ut animal rationale mortale quia est homo, cum 
definitio sit, id est significatum per definitionem, quando definitione designabitur, tunc 
definitum dicatur, quando per definitum uocabulum designabitur. » 
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Dialectics precisement dans le troisieme traite (les Topiques), au chapitre 
sur les lieux. Abelard y distingue trois sens du verbe predicari. Le premier 
a trait aux relations entre les termes sujet et predicat dans une proposi¬ 
tion [secundum enuntiationem vocabulorurri). Les deux seconds ont rapport aux 
relations d’inherence entre choses [secundum rerum inkerentiam/coherentiam), 
qui peuvent etre soit des rapports de coherence (de deux matieres), soit des 
rapports d 'adjacence ou d’ adherence (d’une forme dans une matiere) 130 . Comme 
dans le Sup. Top., Abelard se sert de la distinction lorsqu’il considere les 
rapports topiques entre termes 131 , puisque, comme il Pexplique, il n’y aurait 
aucun sens a parler d’inherence en un sens reel: Socrate n’inhere pas 
reellement dans l’homme, ni l’homme dans l’animal: « Par consequent 
quand on dit que le predicat est par rapport au sujet plus grand ou egal, 
on considere l’enonciation des mots [voces), et non l’essence de la chose 132 ». 
On retrouvera cette idee dans le commentaire sur Porphyre de la Logica 


130 Dial. Ill, 329: 19-35: « Tribus autem modis ‘predicari’ sumitur, uno quidem secun¬ 
dum enuntiationem vocabulorum ad se invicem in constructione, duobus vero secundum rerum 
ad se inherentiam, aut cum videlicet in essentia coheret sicut materia materiato, aut cum 
alterum alteri secundum adiacentiam adheret, ut forma materie. Ac secundum quidem 
enuntiationem omnis enuntiatio cathegorica tarn vera quam falsa, tarn affirmativa quam 
negativa, predicatum et subiectum habere dicitur, velut etiam iste : ‘omnis homo est lapis’, 
‘nullus homo est lapis’. . . Sed non de his in proposition agitur, sed de predicatione tantum 
rerum , ita scilicet solum que in essentia , que verbo substantivo exprimitur, consistat, sicut in 
libro Cathegoricorum Sillogismorum ostendimus [cf. 155 : 25 sq.]. Tantum itaque ‘predicari 
illud’ accipimus quantum si ‘hoc illud esse’ diceremus, tantum per ‘removeri’ quantum per 
‘non esse’. » Sur l’inherence des termes, voir aussi Dial. II, 164: 6 (en reference au De 
syll. cat. de Boece I, PL 64, 797D): « Partes terminos, idest metas, nominamus, que extreme 
compositi sui quantitatem terminant ac finiunt; verbum autem medium interponitur. Si 
igitur predicatum proprie velit Boetius accipere, quando in predicatum ac subiectum sim- 
plicem, idest cathegoricam, propositionem dividit in Cathegoricis silbgismis dicens: ‘dividitur 
autem simplex propositio in duas partes, in subiectum et predicatum, ut ‘homo est ani¬ 
mal’, ‘homo’ subiectum est, ‘animal’ predicatur de homine ad principales partes respicien- 
dum est, idest subiectum et proprium predicatum, quorum ad se inherentiam propositio mons- 
trat. » Cf. aussi Dial. Ill, 353 : 10 sq., cit. infra. 

131 Dial. Ill, ed. cit., 457 : 25 sq.; cf. supra pour les Sup. Top. Voir Green-Pedersen 1984, 
169 sq. 

132 Dial. II, 165 : 35-66 : 15 : « . . . et quando dicitur: ‘homo est animal’, oportet simi¬ 
liter confiteri quod animal quod ipse homo est ac de homine realiter predicatur atque ipsi 
inheret, non est homine maius, immo ad<est> prorsus in essentia... At vero magis pre- 
dicationem secundum verba propositionis quam secundum rei existentiam nostrum est 
attendere qui logice deservimus, secundum quod quidem de eodem diversas facimus enun- 
tiationes hoc modo : ‘Socrates est Socrates’ vel ‘homo’ vel ‘corpus’ vel ‘substantia’. Aliud 
enim in nomine ‘Socratis’ quam in homine ‘hominis’ vel ceteris intelligitur; sed non est 
alia res unius nominis quod Socrati inheret quam alterius. Quod itaque predicatum sub- 
iecto maius vel equale dicitur, ad vocum enuntiationem, non ad essentiam rei reducitur. » ; cf. Dial. 
Ill, 409 : 9-410 : 2. 
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( Ingredientibus\ ou Abelard parle de la predication comme « verite d’inhe- 
rence », qui depend des divers modes (contenance, superiorite, egalite etc.) 
existant entre les termes 133 . Par contre, la verite ou la faussete d’une pro¬ 
position affirmative depend de Pinherence des choses, et Abelard note 
que c’est a ce seul plan que joue la copulatio essentie : la proposition 4 omnis 
homo est lapis ’ est fausse parce qu’elle pose une inherence , c’est-a-dire dans 
ce cas une coherence , qui n’existe pas 134 (i.e. qui correspond a un etat de 
chose inexistant). La verite d’une hypothetique ne repose pas sur une telle 
«predication d’inherence », puisque la proposition precedente peut tres 
bien etre Pantecedent d’une hypothetique vraie 135 . C’est ce qui permet 
d’expliquer que la verite des propositions n’est pas necessaire, alors que 
celle des consequences Pest, independamment de Pexistence des choses, 
these forte d’Abelard que l’on retrouvera chez les Nominates 136 . La distinc¬ 
tion de ces deux acceptions de la notion d ’inhaerere est invoquee en d’autres 
contextes, par exemple, a propos des adverbes de modalite 137 . Abelard 
explique que les adverbes ne peuvent qualifier Pinherence reelle (moda¬ 
lite de sensu , qu’on nommera ensuite de re) mais Pinherence vocale 138 : en 


133 Sup. Porph ., 58 : 34-59 : 9 : « Accipitur autem praedicari uno modo quantum ad enun- 
tiationem solam, sive veram scilicet sive falsam, sive affirmativam sive negativam . . . Alio 
modo praedicari sumitur non tantum secundum simplicem constructionis enuntiationem, 
verum potius secundum ipsius inhaerentiae veritatem, secundum quam scilicet animal de homine 
praedicari dicitur, non etiam lapis, cum hoc videlicet nomen homini veraciter coniungibile 
sit, illud vero minime. Hie autem secundus modus in praedicatione, quantum scilicet ad 
veritatem inhaerentiae , plures alios modos sub se continet. Eorum enim quae de aliis praedi- 
cabilia sunt, quaedam de eis ut de prorsus contends praedicantur, sicut maiora vel aequa- 
lia, quae totam subiecti termini nominationem continent». 

134 Dial. Ill, 353 : 5-23 : . . Si omnis homo est lapis , tunc si omnis lapis est asinus omnis homo 

est asinus. . . Sed si ‘lapis’ vim inferentie tenet ex predicatione ad ‘hominem’ quero sive ex 
predicatione secundum vocum enuntiationem, sive secundum rerum coherentiam. Sed nulla in re est cohe- 
rentia lapidis ad hominem. Quodsi ad solam predicationem enuntiationis respiciamus, nullam 
etiam probabilitatem consequents tenet. . . Qui enim dicit: ‘omnis homo est lapis’, per 
vocum quidem enuntiationem rerum ostendit coherentiam que non est, et ideo falsa est 
antecedens cathegorica sicut consequens ipotetica ». 

135 Dial. Ill, 354 : 10-3 : « Patet insuper vere predicationem inherentie nullam vim infe¬ 
rentie conferre illi totius consequent^ complexioni, cum videlicet eque in omnibus termi- 
nis ipsa complexio recipienda sit, cuiuscumque scilicet sint habitudinis, sive cohereant sive 
non.»; cf. aussi ibid. 457 : 19-24 et II, 154-160; voir Jolivet 1981 1 [1987], 193 sq. 

136 Dial. II, 160 sq.; III, 264: 38 sq. ; 279: 8 sq.; 282: 30-33: «Patet et ex hoc 
differentia cathegorice et ipotetice enuntiationis cum hec, ut supra quoque diximus, actum 
inherentie rerum, ilia necessitatum consecutionis ostenderet, que quidem, ut diximus, ipsis 
quoque rebus destructis incommutabilis consistit. » Voir Tweedale 1988, 223 sq., Martin 
1987 & 1992, Marenbon 1977, 202 sq. 

137 Dial. II, 191 sq. 

138 Dial. II, 194 : 25-26 ; 198 : 1-6 : [A propos de nullus homo est albus\ “Nullo enim modo 
natura hominis albedini repugnat, affirmativa etiam est, cum scilicet possibile convenire 
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disant ‘ Socrates possibility est episcopus\ on ne peut parler de l’inherence (ou 
«coherence ») reelle de (l’)eveque en Socrate (puisque Socrate est, au 
moment ou on parle, un laic), ce qui est encore plus manifeste avec 
l’exemple ‘ Socratem impossibile est esse lapidem ,139 . Contre Guillaume de 
Champeaux, partisan d’une interpretation des modalites de dicto m , Abelard 
soutient que la modalite agit au plan de Yenuntiatio , et dit la maniere dont 
le terme predicat est joint au terme sujet 141 . 

Revenons maintenant a Yinhaerentia rerum , qui constitue le deuxieme 
volet de la critique contre Guillaume de Champeaux. Selon Abelard, une 
proposition n 5 a qu’un seul sens: 'Socrates est homo ’ montre que «l’homme 
inhere essentiellement en Socrate, c’est-a-dire que Socrate est un homme », 
'Socrates est albus ’ pose l’inherence de la blancheur dans le sujet. On a 
ainsi deux modes de Pinherence des choses, Pinherence d’essence, et Pinhe¬ 
rence d’adjacence. Cette predication par inherence, ainsi entendue, est 
ce qui est principalement vise par celui qui fait une proposition. En effet, 
en disant 'Socrates est albus ’ on a Pintention d’affirmer Pinherence de la 
blancheur dans le sujet, qui est ici une inherence d’adjacence. Par ailleurs, 
comme nous l’avons dit, en depit de Panalyse syncategorematique de la 
copule, Abelard reconnait que la copule n’est pas totalement vide de 
sens : « du fait qu’elle signifie toutes les choses in essentia , elle ne peut etre 
prononcee sans qu’il y ait conjonction des essences ». En consequence, il 
faut qu’il y ait quelque chose qui soit couple in essentia. Or, comme, dans 
le cas d’une predication accidentelle, la qualite ne peut etre couplee in 
essentia (« in essentia non potest vere albedo Socrati copulari »), il faut tenir d’une 
part que la qualite est couplee in adiacentia , et d’autre part que quelque 


dicat ei quod propositio dicit. Nec etiam modalis appellari potest, sed simplex, quia sim- 
pliciter possibile attribuit subiecte proprositionis essentie. Unde nec ulla est ibi modificatio 
rerum inherentie, quippe nec de rebus agitur, sed de sensu proposition^ ...» Voir Knuuttila 
1993, 83 sq. 

139 Dial. II, 193 : 18-30. 

140 Dial. II, 195 : 12 sq. ; voir Knuuttila 1993, 87. 

141 Dial II, 194 : 25-31 ; Sup. Per., 484 : 7-24 : « Haec autem, possibiliter uel falso, cum 
dicimus Socrate sedente ‘Socrates currit possibiliter uel falso’, modi in sensu non sunt; si 
enim modi in sensu essent, oporteret ut inhaerentiam verbi quasi prius propositam et 
constitutam modificarent; si enim non proponetur prius inhaerentia, quomodo ipsa modi- 
ficabitur? . . . Cum enim dicimus: ‘Socrates currit possibliter’ id est ‘Socrates potest cur- 
rere’, non in eo cursum ullo modo constituimus, ut quomodo insit, ostendamus, sed id 
solum monstrare intendimus, quod possit currere. » Voir Iwakuma 1992, 111-2, pour les 
analyses de Magister W. de tels exemples, qui montrent, dans certains cas du moins, une 
analyse de re: cf. De modalibus , Orleans 266, p. 254b-255a : « Unde M.W. exponebat eas 
<modales> in negativo sensu, ut istam : ‘Socratem esse animal est possibile’, id est non 
repugnat natura rei Socratem esse animal. » Cf. aussi Garlandus, Dial., 81 : 18 sq. 
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chose d’autre est couple in essentia , a savoir le fondement de la qualite 142 . 
Si la predication d’inherence est ce que le verbe substantif realise a litre 
premier, le couplage des essences ( copulatio essentiae) est ce qu’il realise a 
titre second, uniquement parce qu’il n’est pas une pure copule 143 . 

Abelard s’oppose done sur plusieurs points a la conception de Guillaume 
de Champeaux. II unifie l’analyse de la predication. L’inherence, distin- 
guee en inherence d’essence et inherence d’adjacence, que Guillaume assi- 
gnait au sens reconnu a la proposition par le dialecticien, devient le sens 
premier de la predication. La valeur de couplage ne depend pas d’un 
sens autre qui serait reconnu par le grammairien, mais de la nature impar- 
faite du verbe substantif, qui signifie les choses en leur essence. Une pre¬ 
dication exprime a la fois l’inherence, celle d’une qualite dans le cas d’une 
predication accidentelle, et le couplage. Mais, et e’est la le point fort de 
la critique contre Guillaume, Abelard n’admet pas que le couplage soit 
seulement couplage des essences, et qu’il n’y ait qu’un seul mode de cou¬ 
plage, le couplage in essentia , qui ne se diversifierait que selon la nature 
des essences couplees, a savoir le fondement de la qualite, dans ‘ Socrates 
est albus\ et la qualite elle-meme, dans ‘ Socrates est albedo ’ 144 . II refuse ainsi 
le realisme implique dans la conception grammaticale de l’inherence selon 
les choses attribute a Guillaume. S’il admet comme Guillaume qu’il y a 
couplage in essentia du fondement de la qualite 145 , dans ‘ Socrates est albus\ 
il affirme qu’il y a en outre couplage de la qualite, mais in adiacentia , cette 
qualite meme dont la predication affirme l’inherence. Le point important 
de la critique est qu’il ne peut y avoir predication ou couplage in essentia 
d’un accident, du fait qu’un accident existe necessairement en un sujet 146 . 

A partir du constat qu’il ne pouvait y avoir couplage des essences dans 
le cas d’une predication accidentelle, puisque la substance Socrate ne pou¬ 
vait etre dite identique a l’accident blancheur (« nullo modo . . . illam rem 


142 Sup. Top., 274 : 34-275 : 7 (avec les correction de De Rijk, 1962-67, vol. II/1, 204). 
Cf. Sup. Per., 360 : 15-361 : 3, cite supra, n. 102. Cf. aussi Sup. Per., 353 : 18-23 : « Et hoc 
est quod ait: verbum semper est nota eorum quae de altero praedicantur, hoc est sem¬ 
per, sive per se dictum sive cum aliis accidentium designativum est, quae videlicet acci¬ 
dentia praedicantur de altero et inhaerent suo subiecto, quod necesse est aliud esse ab 
ipsis, et insuper ipsa accidentia designat non in essentia, sed ut praedicata, id est ut inhae- 
rentia subiecto. » 

143 Sup. Top., 274: 32-3. 

144 Sup. Top., 274: 24-31. 

145 Cf. Sup. Top., 272 : 12-3 : « Hii tantum copulationem essentiae fundamenti albedinis 
ad Socratem attendunt. » 

146 Cette idee est exprimee en de nombreux passages, des la Dialectica, voir 596: 28-32, 
De Rijk 1981a, 16-9. 
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que aliene nature est a Socrate copulare potest cum Socrate ») 147 , les Glosulae , comme 
Guillaume de Champeaux (selon sa conception du sens grammatical) 
concluaient que seul etait couple le sujet de la blancheur, en tant que 
determine par la qualite, tandis qu’etait prediquee la qualite. A partir de 
la meme premisse, Abelard pose qu’il y a en outre couplage de la qua¬ 
lite in adiacentia. II peut maintenir cette position du fait que pour lui la 
blancheur n’est pas une chose ou une essence universelle - une concep¬ 
tion que nous trouvons a Tinverse dans les Glosulae 148 - mais un accident 
particular, une blancheur singuliere, reelle, qui peut etre couplee avec 
un sujet particulier 149 . inhaerentia rerum , dans le cas de «l’inherence d’adja- 
cence » ( Socrates est albus ), est done fondamentalement l’association d’une 
forme accidentelle a un sujet: « puisque quand nous entendons ‘ Socrates 
est albus ’. . . par ‘ albus ’ nous couplons seulement dans notre esprit la blan¬ 
cheur, et non pas ce-qui-est-affecte par la blancheur, a Socrate ». Le point 
de clivage tient bien a la nature des universaux : puisqu’il n’y a pas de 
blancheur universelle, il ne peut y avoir predication d’un accident comme 
la blancheur in essentia , la proposition 4 Socrates est albedo 5 etant inaccepta- 
ble 150 . Les presupposes ontologiques de l’analyse de la predication sont 
ainsi, dans les Sup. Top ., comme dans le Sup. Per., bien mis au premier plan. 


147 Cf. annexe (C§5) et supra , n. 76. 

148 Glosulae , ad VIII, 1, ed. Fredborg 1977, 26: 15-9: « Sed ‘albedo’ qualitas, quam 
significat album per minimum individuum suum, inest totaliter, ut si verbi gratia in oculo 
hanc albedinem subsistere dicimus totam rem universalem , quae est albedo, ibidem esse 
affirmamus. Talis enim est natura ipsorum incorporeorum. Itaque ‘albet’ albedinem qua- 
litatem significare non habet, sed significat quandam actionem gratia albedinis qualitatis 
ad corpus venientem quae simul tota non inest, sed per partes succedenter transit et per 
minimam partem componentem subsistere perhibetur, quemadmodum dies, quam licet 
vocare vel albationem vel ipsum albere quia nominibus non habundamus. Haec autem 
actio per partes venit, per partes transit, numquam tota simul inest. » II resterait a mieux 
etudier la premiere version des Glosulae pour determiner si elles ont une position philoso- 
phiquement coherente. Kneepkens 1992, montre que certaines positions des Glosulae , notam- 
ment sur les paronymes, sont philosophiquement neutres, e’est-a-dire compatibles aussi bien 
avec le realisme qu’avec le nominalisme. On notera que cette expression de 'res universalis ’ 
se retrouve aussi frequemment dans le commentaire sur le De inventione \Materia Tullii\ de 
Guillaume de Champeaux (voir Fredborg 1976, 13) mais aussi dans les Introductiones dia- 
lecticae artis secundum magistrum G. Pagenellum , qui lui sont aussi attributes (voir Iwakuma 1993, 
58-9). 

149 Sur cette conception des accidents particulars et du principe de l’inseparabilite des 
accidents chez Abelard, voir Marenbon 1997, 118 sq. et 155 sq. ; sur les consequences 
pour la predication, ibid., 140-3. 

150 Le couple in adiacentia/ in essentia a suscite des analyses diflferentes chez les commen- 
tateurs modemes ; voir notamment Kretzmann 1982, 497-8, De Rijk 1986, 110. Dans ces 
passages en tous cas, il semble que puisque pour Abelard il n’existe que des substances et 
des formes (accidents et differences) particulieres, il doive poser que (a) la blancheur ne 
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La question de Boece : est-ce que le predicat inhere au sujet, peut ainsi 
recevoir une reponse precise, a condition (1) de la distinguer de celle des 
« modes d’inherence », qui conceme les termes (inhaerentia vocum) l5 \ et (2) 
de poser qu’elle concerne seulement l’inherence des choses (; inhaerentia 
rerum ), dont deux especes doivent etre distinguees, l’inherence d’essence 
(.Socrates est homo) et Pinherence d’adjacence (■ Socrates est albus ) 152 , (3) de com- 
prendre que Pinherence d’adjacence ne peut etre identifiee a Pinherence 
d’un accident in essentia , mais seulement a Pinherence d’un accident in 
adiacentia , en tant qu’accident particular necessairement dans un sujet, et 
au double couplage de Paccident in adiacentia et de son fondement in essentia. 


Conclusion 

Le probleme auquel Abelard a a faire face, dans son analyse du verbe 
substantif, est qu’il derive, comme les grammairiens, Yofficium copulandi de 
sa signification « de toutes les essences en tant qu’essences » (Dial) ou du 
fait « qu’il signifie toutes les choses in essentia » (Sup. Per.): cette signification, 
qui lui confere une valeur d’existence quand il est utilise seul, fait difficult^ 
quand il est utilise comme copule. En effet pour pouvoir coupler « autre 
chose », a savoir la chose signifiee par le predicat, il doit lui-meme etre 
vide de sens. Plutot que de defendre la these qu’il y a chez Abelard des 
theories differentes du verbe substantif ou de la predication, on pourrait 
dire qu’il developpe differentes strategies, qui sont fonction a la fois des 
objectifs principaux qu’il se fixe - objectifs critiques souvent, contre 
Guillaume de Champeaux et les grammairiens notamment —, des ten¬ 
sions entre des exigences de differents ordre auxquelles il a a faire 
face - ainsi, si la copule etait une pure copule, ceci impliquerait que le 
verbe substantif soit equivoque en ses deux usages, ce qui semble peu 
souhaitable - mais aussi des instruments d’analyse qu’il se donne. Un 
objectif important, dans la Dial, est la critique des grammairiens et de 


peut etre couplee in essentia, ce qui impliquerait qu’il existe un accident qui subsiste par 
soi-meme que le terme puisse denoter ou « nommer», (b) qu’elle ne peut etre couplee 
que in adiacentia, c’est-a-dire en tant que dans un sujet, (c) que seul le fondement de la 
qualite, la chose individuelle blanche, soit couple in essentia. Dans le couple inherentia essen- 
tiae vs. inherentia adiacentiae (ou inhaerere in essentia vs. inhaerere in adiacentia ), essence est mis 
pour substance {homo) et adjacence pour accident {albus) (cf. Sup. Top. 271 ; cf. aussi par 
exemple Sup. Cat., 140:5-9). Voirjolivet 1975, 538-43 , De Rijk 1981a, 19-24. 

151 Sup. Top., 275 : 24-38. 

152 Ces deux modes interviennent dans la discussion sur les universaux, dans les Glossulae 
super Porphyrium, 520 : 15 sq. 
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leur conception de l’inherence, qui, quelles que soient ses interpretations, 
semble conferer au verbe substantif un contenu significatif, incompatible 
pour Abelard avec sa fonction de copule. Pour cette raison, il met au 
second plan la valeur d’inherence, en la faisant dependre du seul predi¬ 
cat, lorsqu’il est accidentel, et situe au premier plan le couplage des essen¬ 
ces. Dans la Dial., la reflexion sur les parties consignifiantes ne rencontre 
pas l’analyse du verbe substantif, comme elle le fera dans le Sufi. Per. grace 
au passage du PH 16b20-25 et reste dependante des suggestions des gram- 
mairiens. En effet, la critique qui en est faite ne debouche pas sur une 
conception radicalement differente, Abelard retenant l’idee que ces par¬ 
ties consignifiantes tirent leur signification, de maniere derivee, du terme 
auquel elles sont jointes - ce qui explique d’ailleurs que cette valeur 
seconde d’inherence que possede le verbe ‘est' soit precisement imputee 
a la nature du predicat. Dans la Logica ( Ingredientibus\ il resout la difficulte 
qui Pempechait, dans la Dial., de vider les parties consignifiantes et la 
copule de toute signification, a savoir que si tel etait le cas, on se trouvait 
dans l’impossibilite d’expliquer leur fonction semantique au sein de la 
proposition 153 . Grace a sa theorie nouvelle des syncategoremes comme actes 
de Vesprit, qu’il applique a la copule, Abelard peut expliquer comment 
une partie qui n’a pas d’intellection peut neanmoins contribuer au sens 
du tout dont elle est partie. Ceci lui permet de remettre au premier plan 
l’inherence : admettre que la predication soit fondamentalement l’expres- 
sion de Pinherence du predicat dans le sujet n’a plus les consequences 
indesirables qu’il cherchait a repousser dans la Dial. Il accepte alors, de 
fagon plus coherente, que la valeur existentielle, fondee sur la signification 
premiere du verbe substantif, celle des choses in essentia, ne se manifeste 
pleinement que lorsqu’il est secundum adiacens, et se maintienne au titre 
d’une simple valeur seconde, accidentelle pourrait-on dire, puisque due 
aux defauts du langage, lorsqu’il est construit en tertium adiacens 154 . On 


153 Comme l’explique a juste titre K. Jacobi, le fait de considerer, dans la Dial., que la 
copule, en tant que partie consignifiante, derive sa signification de celle du terme auquel 
elle est adjointe va bien avec la seconde analyse de la predication accidentelle, ou la copule 
ne fait qu’un avec le predicat (Jacobi 1986, 158). Par contre, dans Sup. Per., la nouvelle 
analyse des syncategoremes n’entraine plus Abelard dans cette direction, ce qui explique 
certainement qu’il prenne ses distances avec cette theorie du predicat complexe, prenant 
soin de dire qu’il s’agit d’un usage «impropre », et que l’usage « propre » est bien celui 
ou la copule est distincte du predicat comme partie de l’enonce (cf. supra et n. 92). 

154 Mews 1987, 26-39 met en parallele l’evolution de la pensee d’Abelard sur la predi¬ 
cation entre la Dialectica et la Logica, avec celui que Ton trouve entre la Theologia ‘Summi 
bonP et la Theologia Christiana, evolution qui aboutit dans les deux cas a mettre au second 
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voit done que trois solutions sont envisagees pour tenter d’ « effacer » la 
signification du verbe substantif dans son usage de copule : dans la Dial., 
soit lui attribuer une pure valeur de couplage, d’identite, en assignant 
l’inherence a la seule nature du predicat, soit en faire une partie du pre¬ 
dicat, dans la Logica £ ingredientibus\ avancer qu’elle correspond a un acte 
de l’intellect, contribuant a la signification de Pensemble de la proposi¬ 
tion sans corresponds elle-meme a aucune intellection 155 . 

Nous avons vu qu’intervenaient deux theses philosophiques fortes. La 
premiere est de nature ontologique : il est impossible de concevoir un 
accident autrement qu’en tant qu’accident particulier et en dependance 
d’un sujet, puisqu’un accident existe in adiacentia ; il devient possible de 
parler d’inherence d’une forme, si Pon entend par la que la forme (indi- 
viduelle) est couplee in adiacentia , et que son fondement Pest in essentia - 
seul un realiste comme Guillaume pouvait admettre que la forme (uni- 
verselle) soit couplee in essentia. La seconde est une these « vocaliste » sur 
la nature de la dialectique, qui doit se faire in voce , et non in re 156 . Une 
analyse qui s’en tiendrait a la copulatio essentie , ne s’interessant qu’aux cho- 
ses denotees par le sujet et le predicat ( nominata ), ne pourrait expliquer 
ni les rapports topiques entre les termes d’une proposition ni les rapports 
de consequence entre les propositions. A ce niveau d’analyse, ce n’est 
plus Vinkerentia rerum qui doit etre consideree, mais Vinkerentia terminorum - 
ce qui est parfaitement consonant avec le temoignage d’un texte ano- 
nyme, qui oppose la position des Reales a celle des Nominates , les premiers 
affirmant qu’une chose est prediquee d’une chose, les seconds qu’un terme 
est predique d’un terme 157 . 

Ces developpements permettent de repondre a un probleme qui pou¬ 
vait a priori etre troublant: pourquoi le nominaliste Abelard aurait-il 
finalement mis au premier plan la these de la predication par inherence, 


plan la predication des essences. Le point crucial, sur le plan theologique, est de determi¬ 
ner que toutes les formes ne sont pas des essences, ainsi que le note bien un commenta- 
teur anonyme; cf. Marenbon 1997, 156 sq. (et n. 45, p. 159). 

153 Voir Marenbon 1999. 

156 Voir Iwakuma 1992. 

157 Ms. Miinchen, Clm 14458, f. 56rb, cit. par Iwakuma et Ebbesen 1992, 181, texte 
12a: “Stricte dicitur (praedicari scil.) terminum termino copulari vi verbi substantivi <in> 
propositione[m] vera affirmativa et de praesenti simpliciter. ‘Terminum termino copulari’ 
dictum est ad differentiam hypotheticarum propositionum, in quibus non terminus termino 
copulatur, sed propositio propositioni, scilicet (] sed ms.) consequens antecedenti, ut ‘Si 
Socrates est homo, Socrates (] sed ms.) est animal’. Vet ad differentiam realium, qui dicunt rem 
de re praedicari , nos terminum de termino .” Dans la suite, l’auteur anonyme parle de nos nomi¬ 
nates. Voir Libera 1999, 139 et 152. 
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alors que Pinherence semble impliquer precisement une analyse realiste 
du predicat comme renvoyant a une forme - et c’est d’ailleurs en ce sens 
que va fonctionner cette these tout au long du Moyen Age, par opposi¬ 
tion a Panalyse par identite, caracteristique d’une analyse extensionnelle 
du predicat, soutenue plutot par les nominalistes 158 . Ce n’est pas en ces 
termes, nous Pavons vu, que le probleme doit se poser. La solution 
d’Abelard depend d’une these forte sur la nature de la logique, qui se 
trouve a Porigine de Popposition entre vocales et reales. Abelard, comme 
« vocaliste », ne peut pas se contenter d’une analyse par copulatio essentie , 
comme peut le faire un grammairien, qui serait, en cela, « realiste » - 
au sens ou il parlerait des choses denotees par le sujet et le predicat. Le 
dialecticien doit s’interesser en outre a la predication des voces , et pas seu- 
lement au couplage des res. II pourra alors effectuer une veritable analyse 
logique de la predication, en analysant les relations entre les termes, rela¬ 
tions de genre a espece, de superieur a inferieur, d’accident a sujet. 

II me semble que le mouvement de la pensee d’Abelard se laisse ainsi 
mieux saisir, quand on considere son evolution dans le contexte des 
discussions avec ses contemporains. Les Glosulae , heritieres a la fois de 
Boece et de Priscien, jouent un role majeur dans l’histoire des theories 
logico-linguistiques, par leur definition du verbe substantif, la distinction 
entre l’usage en secundum adiacens et en tertium adiacens , la distinction entre 
valeur existentielle, valeur de couplage et valeur d’inherence, l’introduc- 
tion de la notion de copula - pour ne citer que les themes qui ont ete ici 
etudies. C’est done a la fois en elles-memes et en considerant leur influence 
sur Abelard et les dialecticiens contemporains qu’elles meritent d’etre etu- 
diees. D’autres confrontations pourraient encore etre tentees : pour ne 
mentionner qu’une piste, en prolongement de la presente etude, il vau- 
drait la peine de creuser le parallele entre verbe substantif et verbe voca- 
tif ou « nuncupativum », longuement commente dans les Glosulae , et repris 
par Abelard, qui pourrait donner la clef de cette notion de « couplage 
des essences », ou la predication est envisagee comme un « couplage » 
des choses « nommees » par le sujet et par le predicat. C’est effectivement 
dans le contexte d’une reflexion sur les verbes vocatifs que Priscien uti¬ 
lise cette notion de nomination et que les Glosulae developpent l’idee que, 
dans ‘ ego vocor Socrates ', ‘ ego ’ et ‘ Socrates' « nomment» la meme chose. 


158 Encore que, comme l’a montre Malcolm 1972, une analyse par inherence n’est 
« realiste » qu’a condition de prendre le predicat comme renvoyant a une nature univer- 
selle ; un « nominaliste » comme Ockham peut tres bien admettre Pinherence d’une forme 
non-universelle (ex. une blancheur individuelle). 
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Les discussions logico-grammaticales du tournant des xi e -xn e siecles 
represented un moment important de la longue histoire du verbe ‘etre’. 
II est fascinant de voir comment elles se developpent sur fond d’une 
confrontation originale de passages et de problemes empruntes a des sour¬ 
ces logiques et grammaticales anciennes, dont resulted de nouvelles ques¬ 
tions et de nouvelles reponses: le verbe ‘est 5 est-il un verbe a part entiere, 
a-t-il des valeurs differentes, s’agit-il de proprietes semantiques ou de pro¬ 
prietes constructionnelles, ces valeurs et proprietes sont-elles hierarchisees 
ou independantes, sont-elles egalement presentes dans tous les contextes 
d’emplois 159 . En raison du primat accorde au semantique et a l’idee 
d’« imposition », on tend a vouloir fonder les proprietes constructionnel¬ 
les, ou fonctionnelles, sur des proprietes semantiques, a faire dependre la 
fonction (officium) de la nature (. significatio ), et done la valeur copulative de 
la valeur existentielle. C’est lorsque la semantique du verbe ‘etre 5 rejoint 
la problematique logico-grammaticale des parties consignifiantes ou syn- 
categoremes, que s’ouvre une possibility pour une « pure copule », une 
fois repense sur de nouvelles bases le probleme de la compositionalite 
semantique. C’est ainsi a partir de cette lecture de nouvelle de Boece et 
de Priscien que les Glosulae et Abelard distinguent, de maniere durable, 
une valeur de couplage (vis copulandi ) perenisee par Introduction du terme 
copula , et articulent les questions du sens de la copule, de ses valeurs, des 
differents modes de la predication, mais aussi de l’analyse de la structure, 
du contenu, et de la verite des propositions. 

Universite de Paris 7 
CNRS UMR 7597 


Annexe 

K = Cologne Dom B. 201, fin 1 l e siecle, f. lra-74rb ; M - Metz, Bibl. Mm. 
1224, f. Ira-11 Orb, 12 e siecle; F= Paris, BnF, nouv. acq. lat. 1623, f. 1- 
56; C = Chartres B. Mm. 209 (248), f. l-86v; V - Rome, Vat. lat. 1486, 


159 Sur les differentes interpretations d’Aristote sur cette meme question des valeurs du 
verbe substantif, voir De Rijk 2002, 24-59, et la bibliographic citee. Tout le probleme est 
de savoir si ces valeurs se laissent ramener a une valeur premiere (et de determiner laquelle) 
ou s’il y a une radicale heterogeneite entre ces valeurs, laquelle constitue, selon la formule 
de Russell rapportee par L.M. de Rijk « a disgrace to the human race ». 
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f. lra-90vb, / = ed. Georgius Arrivabenus, Venise 1488 160 [Tincunable a 
certaines parties du passages deux fois, une fois dans le chapitre VIII sur 
le verbe /< 2 , une autre fois dans le chapitre XIII sur le pronom = lb], 

[1] apres Instit. VIII, 37, dans tous les manuscrits sauf F: K f. 31rb; M 
f. 55vb ; V f. 47vb ; C f. 37rb ; I (la) f. 103r 161 

(A) §1. Dignum quesitu 162 videtur, cum omne verbum principaliter actio¬ 
nem vel passionem significat 163 , an verba substantiva 164 , que determina- 
tam actionem vel passionem non significant, verba esse iudicentur. De 
quorum significatione diversas ponamus magistrorum 165 sententias. 

§2. Aiunt 166 autem quidam 167 ‘sum’ esse 168 neutrum et significare actio¬ 
nem 169 , non rem aliquam determinate que 170 sub aliqua decern essentia- 
rum contineatur 171 - est enim equivocum verbum —, sed equivocantes in 
actione, vocant actionem quicquid non est passio sive sit qualitas sive 
quodlibet 172 aliud. Cum ergo ‘sum 5 non unam sed multas et varias significet 
actiones, non unum verbum sed multa rationabiliter esse 173 affirmant; 
quemadmodum ‘ens 1745 non nomen unum 175 , cum non significet sub- 
stantiam 176 seu etiam substantias cum aliqua una proprietate, sed multa 


160 Notre lecture des manuscrits confirme la conclusion de M. Gibson (1979, 241), que 
K est le representant unique d’une recension (qu’elle localise a Test du Rhin), tandis que 
M C F ainsi que V appartiennent a une meme famille, qui temoigne, nous l’avons dit, 
d’importants remaniements internes. Nous avons done suivi de preference les lesons de 
cette famille, contre K qui semble paleographiquement le manuscrit le plus ancien, tout 
en presentant des lacunes la ou les autres manuscrits ont du texte. 

161 Hunt (1941-43) a edite le texte a partir de C comme s’il s’agissait d’un texte uni¬ 
que, qui correspond respectivement, dans notre numerotation, a [1] (A), p. 225 : 9-226 : 
21 et a [2] (C§2-7), p. 226 : 22-228 : 7. De Rijk (1967, vol. II/1) a repris certains passa¬ 
ges de l’edition de Hunt (102-4), et a ajoute la collation a partir de K\ pour le passage 
[1] (A§6), p. 102. 

162 quesitu K M] inquisitu C la quesita V 

163 significat KM V la] significet K 

164 verba substantiva K M C la] substantiva verba V 

165 ponamus magistrorum M C V la] magistrorum ponamus K 

166 Aiunt KM V C] Amant la 

167 quidam K M V C] quidem la 

168 ‘sum’ esse K M C la] sunt V 

169 et add. V 

170 determinate que K C M la] determinate quo V 

171 contineatur M C V la] continetur K 

172 quodlibet M (V)] quelibet K aliquid C la; quodlibet aliud] aliud quodlibet V 

173 rationabiliter esse K M V] esse rationabiliter C la 

174 ens KM C V] eis la 

175 nomen unum K M V] unum nomen C la 

176 unam add. V 
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convincitur esse 177 . Nec mirum sic iudicari de ‘sum’, cum etiam ‘amplec- 
tor 178 ’ equivocum 179 , quod verbum esse constat 180 non unum verbum, 
quia 181 non simpliciter actionem vel passionem sed utrumque simul 
significat 182 , immo diversa esse affirmetur, quod in diversis constructioni- 
bus manifestatur. 

§3. Alii vero non prorsus a supradicta 183 sententia dissidentes quicquid 
est 184 ‘sum’ significare ut actionem autumant; actiones vero ille confuse 
et indeterminate sunt, si per se ‘sum’ proferatur, sive etiam de aliquo 
simpliciter enuncietur 185 , ut si dicam ‘ego sum’, ‘Socrates est’. At si sit 
tertium adiacens, actio quidem eius in oratione ilia determinatur 186 , ut 
cum dico ‘Socrates est animal’, animal 187 quippe rem in hac propositione 
ab ‘est’ significari ut actionem affirmant. Sed cum omne verbum, ut dic¬ 
tum est, actionem vel passionem non simpliciter sed adiacentes 188 significet 189 , 
si res animalis actio [est 190 ] verbi esse concedatur, in premissa proposi¬ 
tione 191 Socrati adiacere 192 perhibetur, quod absonum est 193 . 

§4. Rursus 194 aliqui neque tantum actionem 195 neque tantum passionem 196 
a ‘sum’ designari volunt, sed actionem 197 quando 198 de rebus substantia- 
libus enunciatur 199 , passionem 200 vero quando de quibuslibet accidentibus, 
ut ‘homo est’, ‘color est’; et est diversum a verbis communibus, cum ilia 


177 convincitur esse K M V inv. C la 

178 amplector K M C la] plector V 

179 verbum add. C la 

180 esse constat K M V] constat esse C la 

181 quia K M C la] quam V 

182 significat KM V la] significet C 

183 supradicta K M C la] predicta V 

184 est KM la] om. C 

185 enuncietur K M C V] enuncientur la 

186 determinatur K M C V] derivatur la 

187 animal K M C la] om. V 

188 adiacentes KMC] adiacent la adiacenter V 

189 significet K M C la] om. V 

190 [est] KM V] om. C la 

191 premissa propositione K M V] propositione premissa C la 

192 adiacere K M C V] adiacens la 

193 Cette position est repetee dans la seconde section, cf. [2](C§7), et il y est fait allu¬ 
sion a la fin de [2](C§2). 

194 Rursus K M C V] Prorsus la 

195 actionem KMC] activum vel actum V la 

196 passionem K M C V] passivum la 

197 actionem KMC] activum la om. V 

198 quando K M C la] om. V 

199 enunciatur K M C V] annunciatur la 

200 passionem K M C V] passivum la 
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in eodem subiecto actionem et passionem inter/I 103v/dum significent 201 , 
‘est’ vero semper in diversis. 

§5. Iterum quidam deum omnium rerum actorem considerantes ‘est’ 
in ipso designare actionem 202 , ex hoc quod omnia fecit 203 , astruant 204 ; in 
omnibus autem ab eo creatis 205 passionem, in hoc quod creata sunt. 

§6. Diligenter 206 tamen plerique singulorum inventionem et proprieta- 
tem vocabulorum attendentes, cum ab auctoribus ‘est’ substantivum ver- 
bum videant vocari 207 , nequaquam huius vocabuli quod est ‘substantivum’ 
inventionem otiosam esse arbitrantur. Constituentes 208 igitur duplicem 
ipsius ‘est 209 ’ naturam, aliam ei ex hoc quod dicitur verbum proprieta- 
tem, aliam ex hoc quod est 210 substantivum attributam esse defendunt 211 . 
Ex hoc enim /V 48ra/ quod dicitur verbum actionem vel passionem 212 
in-/K 31va/herentem ipsum est 213 quidem 214 designare quis dubitet 215 ? 
Ex hoc autem quod est substantivum omnes res in essentia quidem, sci¬ 
licet in hoc quod existunt, significare dicitur; secundum quam significationem 
maxime agitur ab auctoribus de ‘est’, secundum aliam raro. Concedunt 
igitur ‘est’ significare actionem 216 non unam, sed omnes eas que a verbis 
omnibus actionem significantibus 217 notantur, ut lectionem, cursum et simi- 
lia, in quantum insunt 218 subiectis. Ex quo patet ‘est’ non unum posse 
did verbum convenienter sed multa 219 . 

[2] ad XIII, 20 dans K f. 31va, M f. 97ra, V f. 78va, F f. 47va, lb f. 
177r (absent dans C f. 37ra, et dans lb f. 103v) 


201 significent K M C la] significet V 

202 actionem M C V la] auct + lacuna K, vel passionem add. M 

203 fecit KM C la] sint V 

204 astruant K] affirmant C la astruunt M V 

205 creatis K M C la] creaturis V 

206 Diligenter K M] Diligentius C V la 

207 videant vocari K C la] vocari videant M vocari iudex videretur V 

208 Constituentes K M C la] Considerantes V 

209 est KM C V] esse la 

210 est KM C la] om. V 

211 defendunt M C V la] lacuna in K 

212 actionem vel passionem K M C V] activum vel passivum la 

213 est M C V la] om. K 

2,4 quidem K M C la] om. V 

215 dubitet KM] dubitat C V la 

216 significare actionem K M C la] actionem significare V 

217 significantibus K M C la] definientibus V 

218 insunt K M C la] fiunt V 

219 Suivi par: Quoniam quae occuruntur (VIII, 37) = debut de la section De tempo- 

RIBUS VERBORUM K M 
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(B) §1. substantivis autem (XIII, 20, GLK III, 13 :7) dixit, quoniam 220 
nominativi nominum substantivis vel vocativis verbis adiuncti possunt, et 
primam et secundam significare personam 221 , si vero cum aliis 222 verbis 
per se adiungantur 223 , hoc idem habere nequeunt, quod hucusque pro- 
batum est. Modo autem queritur 224 , cum 225 substantivis 226 vel vocativis verbis 
nominativi nominum iuncti 227 /I 177v/ primam vel secundam personam 228 
significare valeant, cum in 229 coniunctione aliorum verborum idem reti- 
nere non possunt 230 , causam ingreditur ostendere. Ad huius rei 231 eviden- 
tiam nominum et substantivorum vel vocativorum 232 nec non etiam 233 
aliorum verborum proprias significationes/M 97rb/ investigandas 234 esse 235 
censeo. Est igitur nominum proprietas substantiam cum qualitate signi¬ 
ficare. Verbi gratia, ‘homo’ animal formatum rationalitate 236 designat. 

(C) apres (B) dans K, M, V, Ib (chap. XIII); apres (A) dans C f. 37ra, la 
f. 103v (chap. VIII); absent dans F 

§2. Substantiva autem verba, secundum 237 hoc quod sunt verba consi- 
derata 238 , actionem vel passionem 239 inesse substantiis, scilicet substantiam 
agere vel pati ex vi aliorum verborum significant, secundum hoc 240 quod 


220 quoniam K M F lb] quod V 

221 primam et secundam significare personam M F] p* et s. per. significare K secundam 
et primam significare personam V primae et secundae personae significare lb 

222 cum aliis KM V Ib] aliis V 

223 adiungantur K M lb] adiunguntur V adiungatur F 

224 queritur K M V F] quare lb 

225 cum KM Fib] cm V 

226 verbis add. Ib (< om. post vocativis) 

227 nominativi nominum iuncti K C F Ib] adiuncti nominativi nominum M iuncti nomi¬ 
nativi nominum V 

228 primam vel secundam personam K V F] p 1 vel s. per. M primae vel se. perso. Ib 

229 in KM F Ib] om. V 

230 possunt K M V F] possint Ib 

231 rei K M V Ib] causam F 

232 verborum add. V 

233 etiam K M F Ib] om. V 

234 proprias significationes investigandas K C F Ib] propriam significationem investingan- 
das M 

235 esse KM Fib] om. V 

236 animal formatum rationalitate KM V] animal rationalitate formatum Ib substantiam 
cum rationali qualitate F 

237 secundum K M V C la Ib] per V 

238 verba considerata K M C la Ib inv. V 

239 actionem vel passionem K M V] actiones vel passiones la C actione vel passione Ib 

240 vero add. V Ib 
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sunt substantiva omnes x 241 essentias in quantum existunt 242 notant. Si 
quis ergo querat quam actionem vel passionem 243 ‘sum 5 significet 244 , res- 
pondetur 245 non unam actionem ut univoca verba, sed omnes actiones 246 
ab aliis verbis designatas ‘sum’ 247 significare ut actiones. Unde non unum 
verbum sed multa per se consideratum 248 iudicandum 249 est, quemadmo- 
dum nec ‘ens 5 unum nomen sed multa iudicatur 250 . Aliis tamen videtur 251 
omnes 252 res que ab ‘est’ 253 copulantur 254 vocare actiones 255 . 

§3. Est 256 sciendum autem quod 257 cum ‘est 2585 duplicem habeat vim 259 , 
unam ex hoc 260 quod est 261 verbum, aliam 262 ex hoc 263 quod est 264 sub- 
stantivum, secundum vim verbi habet 265 copulare. Sed quid 266 ? actionem 
vel passionem quam 267 significat quod habet 268 commune cum aliis verbis. 
Cum enim dico ‘Socrates est 5 , si consideremus 269 ‘est 5 in vi verbi, actio¬ 
nes 270 quas significat, idest lectionem et alias sub disiunctione 271 copulat 


241 X KM VC la] om. Ib 

242 substantiis .. . existunt KM V Ib] om. C la 

243 x essentias . . . passionem K M C la Ib] om. V 

244 ‘sum’ significet K M Ib] ‘sum’ significat C la ; in quantum existunt. . . ‘sum’ significet] 
vel passionem significet ‘sum’ V 

245 respondetur K M C Ib] regula la responde vel respondetur V 

246 omnes actiones K M Ib] actiones omnes C V omnes Ib 

247 habet add. V 

248 consideratum K C V la Ib] considerata M 

249 iudicandum KM V C Ib] iudicatum la 

250 iudicatur K M C la Ib] iudicantur M 

251 Aliis videtur KM V Ib] Alii videntur C la] 

252 omnes K M C la] omnis V Ib 

253 ab ‘est’ KM C Via] abest Ib 

254 copulantur K M V C Id] copulatur Ib 

255 Cette opinion ressemble a celle donnee plus haut en [1](A§3); cf. la fin de [2](C§2). 

256 Est KM C V Ibi] om. Ia 

257 quod K C Ia] om. M V Ib 

258 est KMC la Ib] om. V 

259 habeat vim K M C Ia] vim habeat V Ib 

260 hoc KM C V Ib] eo Ia 

261 est C V Ia Ib] om. KM 

262 aliam K M C Ia Ib] alteram V 

263 hoc KM CV Ib] eo Ia 

264 est C V Ia Ib] om. KM 

265 habet K M C Ia Ib] habeat V 

266 sed quid ? actionem vel passionem quas M C] sed lacuna actionem vel passionem 
quas K\ secundum quod actionem vel passionem Ia actionem vel passionem quam Ib 

267 quam KM V Ib] quas C om. Ia 

268 habet K M C Ia Ib] habeat V 

269 consideremus K M C Ia Ib] considera rem V 

270 actiones M C V Ia Ib] adiectiones K 

271 disiunctione KMC V Ib] divisione Ia 
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cum Socrate. Si autem in vi substantivi, Socratem existentibus annume- 
rare, idest 272 quod Socrates est unum 273 de existentibus, dicere intendo. 
Cum igitur ex hoc quod est verbum 274 /K 63rb/ copulare ei actionem 275 
concedamus 276 , ex hoc quod est substantivum 277 , nullum quidem ad verbi 278 
significationem respectum habentes 279 , nec tamen earn ab eo omnino 280 
separantes 281 verbi proprietatem cum copulet 282 . 

§4. Illud positum, in propositione diversas essentias convenienter ad se 
invicem iungere 283 affirmamus. Nam ex hoc quod omnes res in essentia 
significat, aptum est ad hoc ut quaslibet res sibi coherentes copulare pos- 
sit. Verbi gratia, cum dico ‘Socrates 284 est animal 5 , excluso 285 respectu ver- 
balis significationis, non 286 prorsus tamen verbi 287 proprietate separata, 
copulat enim ipsum ‘est 5 , quantum ad officium quod exercet in oratione 
in vi substantivi 288 consideramus. Unde apte 289 rem animalis cum re homi- 
nis copulat. Non tamen negamus idem ‘est 5 per se 290 consideratum in ipsa 
oratione vim verbi obtinere. Sed aliud est agere de vocibus 291 per se consi¬ 
derate, aliud de eisdem 292 ad vim et officium quod habent in oratione 
posite relatis 293 . Nam quantum ad vim huius orationis ‘Homo est animal 5 , 
‘est 5 , non per se tantum sed cum aliis, hoc solum 294 significat/V 78rb/ 


272 est KM C VIb] om. Ia 

273 unus M C lb] unum Ia unius K 

274 ex hoc quod est verbum M C] ex hoc quod est verbum vel /K 63rb/ inest vi verbi 
K vel in vi verbi ex hoc quod verbum est V vel in vi verbi ex hoc quod est verbum lb 

275 ei actionem K M C Ia lb inv. V 

276 vel sit in substantivis add. K vel in vi substantivi add. V lb 

277 essentias add. Ib 

278 ad verbi KM C Via] Ib 

279 habentes K M Ib] habemus C V Ia 

280 ab eo omnino M Ia\ earn ab eo K omnino ab eo C Ib omnino ab ea V 

281 separantes M Ib] separantem K separamus C Ia separate V 

282 Nam add. supra lin. C 

283 iungere affirmamus K C Ia\ coniungere affirmamus M Ib affirmans coniungere V 

284 Socrates K C Ib] homo M V Ia 

285 excluso K M C Ia Ib] excludo V 

286 non KM VC] ut Ia 

287 tamen verbi K M C Ia Ib inv. V 

288 substantivi K M C Ia Ib] om. V 

289 apte KM V Ib] aperte C Ia 

290 idem ‘est’ per se K M V] idem ‘est’ C idest Ia idem per se Ib 

291 agere de vocibus M C V Ib] de vocibus agere K facere de vocibus Ia 

292 eisdem K M V C Ia] eiusdem Ib 

293 relatis KM V C Ia] realis Ib 

294 hoc solum K M C Ia Ib inv. V 
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quod ilia res que est homo sit eadem 295 res que est animal. Hoc autem 
ex vi verbi habere non potest, immo ex vi substantivi./C 37va/ 

§5. Planum vero est id quod diximus de ‘est 5 posito in orationibus in 
quibus alterum de altero enunciatur 296 in essentia 297 , ut in ‘Homo est ani¬ 
mal 5 et 298 similibus. Sed ubi accidens de suo fundamento, ut ‘Socrates est 
albus 5 vel 299 e converso, seu equivocum de sua 300 significatione vel e 
converso predicantur 301 , aliquis videtur subesse scrupulus. Si enim quando 
dico 302 ‘Socrates est albus 5303 ad 304 albedinem 305 que ibi predicatur 306 res- 
piciam, nullo modo ‘est 5 in vi substantivi acceptum, nec etiam in vi verbi, 
illam rem que aliene nature est 307 a Socrate 308 copulare potest 309 cum 310 
Socrate. Nam non 311 potest dici ‘Hec res est 312 ilia res 5 . Iterum 313 cum dico 
‘Latrabile animal est canis 5 , si simpliciter equivocam vocem predicare 314 
considero 315 , quomodo vox ilia que est quidam aer 316 rei illi 317 que est 
latrabile 318 animal per ‘est 5 substantivum copuletur ? Ignoro enim quali- 
ter 319 diceretur ‘Hec res est aer ille 3205 . Sed nota alium sensum esse huius 
propositionis ‘Socrates est albus 5 ex vi predicationis, alium ex vi substantivi 


295 eadem KM V Ib] ilia C Ia 

296 enunciatur K C la lb ] annunciatur M V 

297 in essentia KM V C lb] om. Ia 

298 in add. K 

299 vel KM V C Ia] et lb 

300 sua KM V lb] sui C Ia 

301 predicantur K M C Ia] ponitur V lb 

302 dico KM C Ia lb] om. V 

303 in vi substantivi add. V 

304 ad KMC la lb] om. V 

305 qualitatem add. M V lb 

306 predicatur K M V C] ponitur C Ia lb ibi predicatur] interpre V 

307 aliene nature est KMC Ia] aliene est nature V lb 

308 Socrate K C Ia] a re Socratis M V re So. Ib 

309 copulare potest KMC V Ia] potest copulare Ib 

310 cum KM C V Ib] ut Ia 

311 non KM V C Ia Ib] om. V 

312 est M C V Ia Ib] cum K 

313 Iterum M C Ia] Item K V Ib 

314 predicare KM V Ib] om. C Ia 

315 considero K M C Ia Ib] consideraret V 

316 quidam aer K M CV Ia\ aer quidam Ib; sed nota add. et expand M 
3,7 illi K M C Ia Ib] illi rei om. V 

318 latrabile KM V C Ib] latrabila Ia 

319 enim qualiter C Ia] qualiter enim K M V Ib 

320 aer ille K] ille aerMFC Ia Ib 
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verbi 321 . Ex vi enim predicationis hoc solum 322 intendit propositio hec 323 
quod albedo inhereat Socrati, ex vi vero substantivi hoc dicit, quod ilia 
res que est Socrates est album corpus 324 . Similiter cum dico ‘latrabile ani¬ 
mal est canis 325 ’, si 326 respiciam ad vim verbi substantivi, intendo dicere 
quod ilia res que est latrabile animal est aliqua significationum 327 ‘canis’; 
quantum vero ad predicationem, hoc 328 dico, quod ille due voces 
consignificant 329 , vel quod ilia res significatur 330 ab hac voce 331 ‘cams’. 
Idem in conversis attende 332 . 

§6. Adverte etiam ‘est’ secundum utramque proprietatem 333 esse equi- 
vocum. Nam cum omnes 334 actiones que significantur ab aliis verbis dica- 
mus ab ‘est’ significari 335 , constat in vi verbi acceptum ‘est’ non esse unum 
verbum. Item cum in vi 336 substantivi consideratum /M 97va/ omnes res 
in hoc quod existunt significet 337 , in omnibus vero 338 rebus una eadem- 
que realis proprietas esse non possit - aliam enim habent substantie, aliam 
vero qualitates 339 et sic de ceteris —, equivocum esse convincitur, que equi- 
vocatio restringitur et determinatur quando est tertium adiacens in pro- 
positione. Nam quando per se primo loco 340 predicatur 341 , indifferenter 
licet ibi agere de 342 ‘est’, cum equaliter se habeat ad vim verbi et ad vim 
substantivi, ut superius determinatum est. Numquam tamen in vi 343 verbi 
tertium adiacens secundum hanc sententiam reperitur 344 . 


321 verbi KMC la lb ] om. V 

322 solum K M V C lb] om. Ia 

323 propositio hec K M\ hec propositio C V la lb 

324 quia (quod Ia) hoc dicit hec propositio in sensu quantum ad vim substantivi ‘Socrates 
est alba res’ add. C Ia 

325 canis M C V Ia lb] aliqua signum canis K 

326 si K VC Ia lb] om. M 

327 significationum M C 1a] signum K significatio lb significatione V 

328 hoc KMCIa\om.VIb 

329 consignificant K M V C Ib\ significant Ia 

330 ila res significatur K M C Ia lb] ille res significantur V 

331 ab hac voce K M C la Ib\ ad hanc vocem V 

332 attende K M C Ia lb ] attendit V 

333 vel significationem add. C Ia 

334 omnes K M C la Ib\ om. V 

335 dicamus ab ‘est’ significari K M C Ia] abest significari dicamus V lb 

336 verbi add. C Ia 

337 significet K M C Ia lb ] significat V 

338 vero KM C Ia lb] om. V 

339 qualitates M lb V ] qualitatem K quantitates C quantitatis Ia 

340 per se primo loco M lb ] primo loco per se K C Ia per se in primo loco M V 

341 predicatur K M C Ia\ ponitur V lb 

342 de KM C Via] quod lb 

343 vi KM V C Ia] vim lb 

344 reperitur K M V C lb om. Ia 
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§7. Est quippe 345 alia sententia in qua ‘est’ dicitur 346 omnes res significare 
ut essentias et easdem omnes ut actiones, et accipitur actio large ut qua- 
litas in nomine, secundum quam sententiam ‘est’ 347 positum 348 ut tertium 
adiacens in propositionibus 349 etiam 350 quantum ad vim orationum 351 vim 
verbi conceditur 352 habere, scilicet actionem et 353 passionem significare. Id 
enim quod predicatur actio eius esse conceditur 354 . 

§8. Rursus aliam vim 355 considera habere vocativa verba ex hoc quod 
sunt verba, aliam ex hoc quod 356 vocativa. Ex vi enim verbi significant 
subiectum 357 agere vel pati. Ex vi vero vocativi certam et determinatam 
habent 358 significationem. Significant quippe omnia vocationem, passio¬ 
nem scilicet innatam et iudicantur 359 idem verbum, sicut ‘ensis, ‘mucro’, 
‘gladius’ idem nomen habent 360 ; igitur 361 commune haec verba cum aliis 
verbis 362 ex vi verbi copulare rem quam designant 363 , vocationem scilicet 
ipsam, cum ipsis substantivis. Et hoc quando loco primo 364 ponitur 365 , ut 
cum dico ‘ego vocor’, non quod aliquis me vocet, idest 366 non quod sus- 
cipiam 367 passionem 368 ab aliquo agente in me, sed 369 est dicere ‘ego vocor’ 
quasi 370 mihi inest 371 vocatio. Sed in hoc 372 officio raro inveniuntur 373 


345 quippe KM C la lb om. V 

346 ‘est’ dicitur K M C la lb inv. V 

347 est K V C lb om. Ia 

348 positum K M C Ia Ib\ expositum V 

349 propositionibus CV Ia Ib\ pronominibus K M 

350 etiam K M V C Ia\ et lb 

351 orationum KM V lb] orationis C Ia 

352 conceditur KM V lb] concedunt C Ia 

353 et KM C Ia] vel M V lb 

354 Cf. supra [1](A)§3 et la fin du paragraphe [2](C)§2. 

355 vim K M C la lb om. V 

356 sunt. . . quod K M C Ib\ om. Ia sunt add. V lb 

357 subiectum K M C Ia] substantivum V lb 

358 habent K M C Ia lb] habeant V 

359 iudicantur KM V lb] videntur C Ia 

360 habent K M C la lb] habeant V 

361 igitur K M] ergo Ia lb VC 

362 verbis KC Via om. M lb 

363 designant KM V lb] significat C Ia 

364 loco primo K M C Ia] primo loco V lb 

365 primo loco ponitur M C V Ia] loco primo predicantur K primo loco ponuntur lb 

366 idest KM C Ia] scilicet M V lb 

367 suspiciam K M C Ia] recipiam lb accipiam V 

368 passionem KMC V la] possessionem lb 

369 sed KM C Ia] et M V lb 

370 quasi K M C Ia] idest V lb 

371 mihi inest K M C Ia] inest mihi V lb 

372 hoc KM C Ia lb om. V 

373 inveniuntur M C Ia] ponuntur K V lb 
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huiusmodi verba, cum ad hoc proprie non sunt 374 inventa. Habent etiam 375 
verba ex vi vocationis quam 376 significant copulare vocabula rerum 377 et 
maxime propria 378 cum rebus de quibus enunciantur 379 in quo conveniunt 
et diflferunt 380 a verbis substantivis. Conveniunt quidem in hoc quod aliud 
copulant quam suas actiones vel passiones. Differunt autem in hoc quod 
substantiva copulant quaslibet res cohaerentes 381 ad se invicem 382 , haec 
vero sola nomina cum rebus quas nominant gratia 383 etiam ipsorum nomi- 
num easdem res sibi ipsis iungunt 384 . Ut si dicam £ ego vocor Socrates’, 
per ‘vocor’ copulatur ‘Socrates’ hoc nomen cum re subiecta quam significat 
‘ego’, et sic eandem rem notant (et sic eadem res copulantur sibi ipsi 385 ) 
‘ego’, ‘vocor’ et ‘Socrates’. Et nota quantum ad officium huius oratio- 
nis 386 ‘vocor’ non consideratur 387 in vi verbi, sed 388 potius in vi /K 
63va/vocationis. Non tamen prorsus separamus proprietatem verbi cum 
ibi copulet quod est 389 verborum ex qua vi ad hoc descendimus ut voca- 
tiva verba ipsas res 390 in essentias velut substantia 391 significa/Ia 104r/re 
dicamus. 

(D) = (D 1 ) apres (C) dans K (63va), M (97va), V (78vb), Ib (177v) (chap. 
XIII); (D 2 ) apres (C) dans C (37va), Ia (104r) (chap. VIII), a la fin de 
(D 2 ) commence la section sur le temps du verbe (VIII, 37) 


374 sunt KMC ] sint M Ia Ib def. V 

375 eadem add. K M C la om. Ib ; verba . . . etiam horn. om. V 

376 quam K M C la Ib] quod V 

377 rerum K C V la Ib om. M 

378 rerum et maxime propria K V Ib] et maxime propria rerum M om. ibi , add. et maxime 
propria vocabula post enunciantur C la 

379 enunciantur K M C la Ib] annunciantur V 

380 et differunt K M V C Ib] om. Ia 

381 cohaerentes K C V Ia Ib] adherentes M 

382 se invicem K M C Ia Ib om. V 

383 gratia K M] genera C Ia, igitur V Ib 

384 iungunt K M C Ia] coniungunt V Ib 

385 et sic . . . sibi ipsi KM V] om. C Ia; et sic eadem res sibi ipsi copulatur ante Socrates 
V - post Socrates Ib 

386 orationis huius K C Ia] huius orationis M V Ib 

387 consideratur] considerari KMC V Ia Ib 

388 sed KM V Clalb 

389 vis add. V 

390 ipsas res K M V C Ia] res ipsas Ib 
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(D) 

(D 1 ) 

(D J ) 

KM V lb 

C } la 


§9. Ex hoc enim quod huiusmodi verba 
significant nominationem convenire 
subiectis 392 /V 79ra/rebus ex earum 
vocabulis 393 , idest gratia ipsorum nomi- 
num, equipollenter dicunt 394 res 395 suis 
nominibus designari. Unde consequen- 
ter habemus res easdem 396 existere. 
Nam quando quis dicit 397 ‘ego vocor 
Socrates’, hoc 398 intelligit manifestare 
per haec verba quod ipse 399 significetur 
a ‘vocor’ vel suscipiat vocationem illam 
passionem designatam a ‘vocor’ 400 , se¬ 
cundum hoc quod nomen istud 401 ‘Soc¬ 
rates’ est ei impositum, non tamen 402 
quod hunc sensum habeat ilia propo- 
sitio. Si enim hunc sensum haberet 
neque vocabulum rei, scilicet Socratis 403 , 
neque ipsa res 404 predicaretur, sed de- 
terminatio esset predicati vocationis 405 
scilicet 406 rei verbi que primo loco pre¬ 
dicaretur 407 , quod non convenit. Est 
igitur sensus huius propositionis ‘ego 
vocor Socrates’ ex vi vocativi verbi 
idem cum sensu huius ‘ego sum Soc¬ 
rates non iste’, ’nomen est mihi Soc- 


Nam quando dico ‘ego vocor Socrates’, 
hoc intelligo quod haec substantia exis- 
tit cui nomen est Socrates, 


391 in essentias velut substantia M ] velut ipsas substantias in essentia K la velut in essen¬ 
tia C in essentia velut? subiecta? V in essentias velut substantias lb 

392 subiectis K M lb ] substantivis V 

393 vocabulis K M V] vocalibus lb 

394 dicunt KM V] debent lb 

395 ipsas add. M V lb 

396 easdem K M V lb ipsas ante correctionem K 

397 quis dicit KM V Ib\ dico la 

398 hoc KM C Ib\ hie V 

399 ipse KM la lb ] iste V 

400 a ‘vocor’ K M lb om. V 

401 nomen istud K inv. V 

402 non tamen K M V] tamen non lb 

403 Socratis K M lb] res So. V 

404 ipsa res K M] res ipsa V lb 

405 vocationis K M V] notationis lb 

406 scilicet MV lb om. K 

407 predicaretur K M] ponitur V lb 
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rates 408 . Nam si hie esset sensus eius 
necessario 409 ageretur in ilia 410 propo- 
sitione de ‘Socrates’ nomine vocis, sci¬ 
licet 411 de materiali 412 imposito non de 
nomine rei, quod item 413 non conve- 
nit/I 178r/, cum idem debeat signi- 
ficare ‘ego vocor’ 414 et ‘Socrates’. Et 
sic vocativa verba similem vim sub¬ 
stantivi 415 habere dinoscuntur ex hoc 
nomine ‘Socrates’, et ita est. 


Et in hoc dicuntur habere eandem vim 
vocativa verba 416 . 

et in hoc dicuntur habere eandem vim 
vocativa et substantiva 417 verba 

§10. Est aha sententia in qua dicuntur 418 vocativa verba designare 419 ut actio¬ 
nem vel passionem, non vocationem rem illam, sed ipsa nomina que copulant. 
Sed de hac alias 420 


(E) apres (D 1 ) dans K (63va), M (97va), V (79ra), lb (177v) (chap. XIII); 
les f° correspondant a ce passage du chapitre XIII dans C sont man- 
quants ; F (31rb) apres (B) 

§11. Considerata autem natura 421 verborum substantivorum et vocati- 
vorum ad proprietatem aliorum verborum flecte oculum 422 . Omnia autem 


408 nomen est mihi Socrates M] mihi est nomen Socrates K lb def. V 

409 ‘ego sum . . . necessario K M lb negatio hom. om. V 

410 ilia KMIb] ipsa V 

411 scilicet M V lb , lacuna K 

412 im add. K 

413 item KM lb om. V 

414 Socrates add. et expunct. K 

415 substantivis K M lb] substantivi V 

4,6 habere dinoscuntur ex hoc nomine ‘Socrates’ et ita est. Et in hoc dicuntur habere 
eandem vim vocativa verba /T] habere dinoscuntur hom. om. M lb dinoscunt hom. om. V. 
Cet accident textuel, pourtant interessant, est difficile a interpreter : C (suivi par la) a neces- 
sairement abrege la section (D 1 ) pour produire (D 2 ) a partir d’un manuscrit qui, comme 
K (et a la difference de M V ) n’avaient pas fait le saut du meme au meme sur dignos- 
cunt(ur). 

417 et substantiva C om. Ia 

418 sub add. et expunct. K 

419 designare K V C Ia Ib\ designari M 

420 suivi par: Quoniam quae occuruntur (VIII, 37) = debut de la section De tempo- 
ribus verborum dans C et Ia. On notera que dans C ‘Sed de hac alias’ est ecrit comme 
une fin de chapitre, en bas du f° 37va, qu’il n’y a pas de f° 37vb, le chapitre suivant 
commen^ant au f° 38ra. 

421 natura K M lb ] naturas V def. F 

422 Considerata autem natura . . . Sed KM V lb] Substantiam autem vel vocativa verba 
essentias significant quas nomina eis adiuncta F (correspond au debut du par. (C§2)) 
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alia verba non principaliter essentias a nominibus 423 designatas 424 sed prin- 
cipaliter 425 quasdam actiones vel passiones 426 ipsis essentiis inesse significant. 
Ut si dicam ‘homo legit’ ‘legit’ non principaliter animal rationale mor- 
tale 427 , sed lectionem habere actum 428 illi substantie 429 inesse designat 430 . 
Sed si 431 dicam ‘homo sum’ in hac oratione ‘sum’ ex vi substantivi 432 sub- 
stantiam /M 97vb/ cum rationalitate demonstrat 433 sicut nomen sibi 
adiunctum, idest ‘homo’. Iterum 434 cum dico ‘homo vocor’, ‘vocor’ in hac 
oratione substantiam hominis significat 435 . ‘Vocor’ enim in hac oratione 
hoc dicit, non per se tamen sed cum aliis 436 , quod ‘homo’ istud vocabu- 
lum mihi convenit. Et cum ‘vocor’ in hac oratione hoc dicat, equipollen- 
ter est dicere, quia ‘vocor’ in hac oratione 437 substantiam cum rationali¬ 
tate in me significat 438 . Hiis consideratis attende quia 439 prima et secunda 
persona cuiuscumque verbi demonstrationem 440 significant. Est ergo 441 
causa quare nominativi nominum substantivis vel vocativis verbis 442 iuncti 
in primam et secundam 443 personam transferantur, quia ipsa substantiva 
verba 444 et vocativa verba ita significant res in essentia quemadmodum 
nominativi 445 nominum 446 . Et ideo demonstrationem quam substantiva vel 


423 nominibus K M V] nomine lb def. V 

424 designatas K M V lb om. F 

425 essentias a nominibus . . . principaliter hom. om. V 

426 vel passiones K M V lb om. F 

427 animal rationale mortale KM V Ib\ substantiam cum rationalitate F 

428 habere actum K M\ hunc lb actum hunc V hunc actum F 

429 substantie KM V?F lb 

430 Omnia autem alia . . . inesse designat. KM V Ib\ post: equipolenter est dicere, quia 
‘vocor’ in oratione substantiam cum rationalitate in me significat. F 

431 Sed si K M] si autem V lb ut si F 

432 ‘sum’ ex vi substantivi K M V lb om. F 

433 demonstrat KM V lb] designat F 

434 Iterum K M lb] Item V Rursus F 

435 in hac oratione . . . significat KM V lb] substantiam cum rationalitate demonstrat F 

436 non per se tamen sed cum aliis K M V lb om. F 

437 in hac oratione K M lb om. V in oratione F 

438 Voir n. 274. 

439 attende quia KM V lb] attendendum est quod F 

440 demonstrationem V lb] demonstratione K demonstrativum M def. F 

441 ergo KM V lb] igitur M def. F 

442 verbi demonstratione . . . verbis K M V la om. F 

443 primam et secundam KM V lb ] secundam et primam V 

444 verba KM lb om. V F 

445 nominativi K M lb om. V def. F 

446 ita significant res in essentia. . . nominum KM V lb] illis nominativis consignificant 
in eisdem solis substantiiis F 
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vocativa 447 verba in prima vel secunda persona significant 448 possunt 
conferre 449 nominativis nominum quorum substantias significant. Verbi 
gratia, hoc nomen 450 ‘homo 5 ex se non habet demonstrationem, sed quia 
‘sum’ ei 451 consignificat in eadem substantia, ideo ‘homo’ bene potest iungi 
cum ‘sum’ et inde sumere 452 demonstrationem et sic prime efficitur 453 per- 
sone - sicut 454 idem 455 nomen, idest ‘homo’, cum pronomine prime per- 
sone in eadem substantia sibi 456 consignificante idest cum ‘ego’ iungere- 
tur, in coniunctione ipsam demonstrationem ab illo pronomine acciperet, 
et prime efficeretur persone 457 . Hoc autem nominativi 458 nominum cum 
aliis verbis que extranee et secundario substantiam significant habere non 
possunt. ‘Homo’ enim cum ‘lego’ nisi mediante ‘ego’ 459 iungi non potest, 
quia ‘lego’ non principaliter eandem substantiam significat quam ‘homo 460 ’, 
et ideo ‘lego’ non potest conferre 461 demonstrationem 462 ‘homo’ scilicet 
ut 463 prime efficiatur persone 464 ; quando etiam 465 iungitur mediante ‘ego’, 
semper in eadem parte orationis ponitur cum ‘ego’. Sed cum substanti- 
vis et vocativis verbis 466 iunguntur, ut quibusdam placet, et sine opere 
pronominum est plena oratio 467 . Aliis uero videtur ad complendam rec- 
tam orationem significantem, scilicet verum vel falsum semper apponen- 
dum pronomen vel supplendum in prima scilicet et secunda persona. Sed 
hoc interest quia nominativi nominum iuncti cum his ponuntur in alia 
parte orationis quam ipsa pronomina quod non est 468 in aliis verbis 469 . 


447 quam substantiva vel vocativa K M V F] vel vocationem Ib 

448 significant K M V F\ signanter lb 

449 conferre K V F lb] conferri M 

450 hoc nomen KM V Ib\ istud nomen post ‘homo’ F 

451 ‘sum’ ei K M V inv. F Cicero lb 

452 sumere KM V Ib\ sumit F 

453 efficitur K M V] effici lb est. F 

454 si add. F 

455 idem KM F] illud lb 

456 in eadem substantia sibi K M V lb inv. F 

457 prime efficetur persone M F lb] efficetur prime persone K V 

458 nominativi KM V lb] vocativi F 

459 nisi mediante ‘ego’ K M V lb om. F 

460 ego add. V 

461 conferre KM V lb] ei dare F 

462 ut add. F 

463 scilicet ut K M V lb om. F 

464 efficiatur persone K M V lb inv. F 

465 etiam K M lb om. V 

466 nomina add. Ib 

467 et sine opere pronominum est plena oratio M Ib] et est plena oratio sine opere pro¬ 
nominum K sine opere pronominum et est plena oratio V def. F 

468 est V Ib] om. KMdef. F 

469 Sed cum substantivis et vocativis . . . verbis K M V Ib om. F 
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(F) dans KM V F lb 

§12. Littera sic exponitur: substantivis autem solis et vogatiuis verbis 
PRIME ET SECUNDE PERSONE (XIII, 20), ideO ADIUNGUNTUR 470 NOMINATIUI 
nominum per se 471 quia hec ipsa 472 verba, idest substantiua et vocatiua 
habent 473 vim demonstrationis 474 ipsius substantie rei 475 nominum quibus 
adiunguntur 476 . Verba dico 477 ipsa, idest discreta per se, idest 478 sine coni- 
unctione pronominis accepta. Quomodo substantiua et vocatiua uerba 
vim demonstratiuam habeant, ipse supponit, quia huiusmodi uerba 479 
ostendunt substantlam ipsius personis, idest significant ipsas personas in 
essentia quod est proprium 480 substantivorum, uel ostendunt nominatio- 
nem illam, scilicet passionem, secundum hoc quod ipsa inest ipsis perso¬ 
nis. Sed quia posset aliquis dicere quod per 481 hoc ad demonstrationem 
substantie rerum subdit in qua nominatione 482 demonstrator substantia 
rerum, quasi dicat 483 : ipsa uerba vocativa 484 que omnia significant nomina- 
tionem ex hac significatione habent ipsas res quodammodo in essentia 485 
designare uti substantiva, quod supra ostensum 486 est, vel aliter osten¬ 
dunt 487 nominationem, idest vocabula rerum, et maxime propria 488 conve- 
nire ipsis personis, quod est uocativorum 489 . Et ne quis 490 intelligent hoc 
esse alienum a substantia quam deberet demonstrare, addit 491 in qua 


470 adiunguntur F] ad K M ad vim Ib 

471 per se KM V lb om. F 

472 ipsa KM lb om. V F 

473 habent (/fare.)] in? habent K M om. V verba m. ha. Ib 

474 demonstration^ K M] demonstrativam F demo. V Ib 

475 rei KM Via om. F 

476 videtur habere add. F 

477 dico KM V Ib om. V 

478 idest M V Ib] et. K F 

479 ip K quia huiusmodi uerba K M V Ib om. F 

480 proprium M V Ib] proprie K 

481 per KM V] om. Ib def. F 

482 nominatione M V Ib lacuna K def. F 

483 dicat K V] d. M diceret Ib def. F 

484 vocativa K M Ib V] vocant def. F 

485 essentia K V Ib] essentias M def. F 

486 quod supra ostensum K M Ib] ut supradictum V def F 

487 ostendunt K V Ib] ostendit M def. F 

488 maxime propria inv. V Ib def. F 

489 ostendunt substantlam ipse persone . . . vocativorum KM VIb] ostendendum est quod 
substantiva vel vocativa verba substantlam ipsarum personarum vel nominationem idest 
nomen convenire rei F 

490 quis KM V Ib] aliquis F 

491 addit KM V Ib] supponit F 
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nominatione, idest in hoc quod vocabula ostenduntur 492 convenire rebus 
quas nominant 493 , similiter demonstratur substantia per ipsa uerba. Et 
quia substantiva/K 63vb/et vocatiua verba ita/V 79rb/ostendunt sub- 
stantiam rerum, ideo non 494 egent, subintelliguntur 495 nominativi nomi- 
num pronominibus, ut mediantibus eis coniungantur 496 ipsis uerbis que 
pronomina significant demonstrationem substantie 497 . ‘Cicero’ enim, iste 
nominatiuus, bene potest iungi cum ‘sum’ sine ‘ego’ posito quidem secum 
in eadem parte orationis, ut si dicam ‘ego sum Cicero’, quod non est in 
aliis uerbis. Nemo enim recte dicit ‘ego lego Cicero’ nisi in eadem parte 
orationis, in subiecto scilicet, intelligat poni ‘Cicero’ 498 cum ‘ego’. Quidam 
autem nichil supplentes absolute dicunt quod ‘Cicero’ iste nominativus 499 
libere 500 potest iungi cum 501 ‘sum’ sine ‘ego’, ut dicam ‘Cicero sum’, et 
erit ita 502 perfectus sensus, ut si 503 dicerem 504 ‘ego Cicero sum’, quod in 
aliis uerbis non est 505 . Non 506 enim recte dicitur 507 ‘Cicero lego’, sed est 
soloecismus, nisi addam 508 pronomen dicens ‘ego Cicero’ et hoc ideo 
quia 509 alia uerba, ut iam diximus 510 , non 511 ipsam substantiam in essen¬ 
tia sua 512 demonstrant, sed actionem uel passionem in ipsa substantia 513 . 


492 vocabula ostenduntur KM V Ib\ nomen ostenditur F 

493 rebus quas nominant KM V lb] rei F 

494 per ipsa verba. Et quia . . . non KM V lb] Quod autem supponit, nec F 

495 illi add. F 

496 coniungantur K Ib\ iungantur M V def. F 

497 ut mediantibus . . . absolute dicunt quod K M V lb] Ad hoc respicetur videre quod 
superius dixerat ipsa verba quasi dicat. Ita substantiva vel vocativa verba ipsa idest per se 
sine adiectione pronominis demonstrant ipsam substantiam, quia ut nominativi nminum 
cum ipsis iungantur. Non egent illi nominativi adiunctione pronominum quia pronomina 
demonstrationem substantie significant F 

498 poni ‘Cicero’ inv. V lb 

499 nominativus om. K 

500 libere KM V lb] libenter F 

501 cum KM lb F om. V 

502 ita KM VIb om. F 

503 ut si KM VIb ] sicut F 

504 dicerem KM V lb] dicemus F 

505 non est K M V lb ] minime contingit F 

506 Non KM VIb] Nemo F 

507 dicitur KM VIb] dicit F 

508 addam KM V lb] addat F 

509 ilia add. F 

5,0 ut iam diximus K M V lb post: demonstrant F 

511 principaliter add. F 

512 in essentia sua K M V lb om. F 

513 cum igitur pail, 20, GLK III, 13 : 12) lb 
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Petrus Hispanus O.P., Auctor Summularum (III) 
“Petrus Alfonsi” or “Petrus Ferrandi”? 


ANGEL D’ORS 


This study is intended to complement and continue my article Petrus 
Hispanus O.P, Auctor Summularum (II). Further documents and problems) in which 
I presented some fresh documents in favour of the attribution of the 
Tractatus to a “ Petrus Hispanus ” who was a member of the Order of 
Preachers. In this article, I revised some of the analyses and hypotheses 
I had proposed in my first article, 2 in particular those referring to the 
reliability of what I called the “Estella tradition”. I also tried to deter¬ 
mine the nature of the true problem surrounding the attribution of the 
Tractatus to a “ Petrus Alfonsi ” (not the same as “ Petrus Hispanus recentior ” 
with whom he had sometimes been confused, and who was no other than 
Pedro Sanchez Ciruelo). Finally, I explored the possible link between the 
“ auctor Summularum ” and the Court of the Kings of Castile and Leon (by 
examining the example of “ exemplum ” found in the Tractatus and its pos¬ 
sible allusion to real historical events, as well as the Cantiga CBN 472 
(= CB 365) by Alfonso X the Wise, and its possible allusion to the “ auc¬ 
tor Summularum ”. 

In this article I also devoted myself to examining some of the argu¬ 
ments put forward by Simon Tugwell 3 against some of the hypotheses 
concerning the possible identity of the “ auctor Summularum ” which I had 
proposed in my 1997 article. In particular, I focused on Tugwell’s argu¬ 
ments against the possible identification of the “auctor Summularum ” with 
three figures: a first “Magister Petrus ” (who signed as witness a document 


1 A. d’Ors, Petrus Hispanus O.P., Auctor Summularum (II). Further documents and problems , in: 
Vivarium, 39 (2001), 209-54. 

2 A. d’Ors, Petrus Hispanus O.P., Auctor Summularum , in: Vivarium, 35 (1997), 21-71. 

3 S. Tugwell, Petrus Hispanus: Comments on Some Proposed identifications , in: Vivarium, 37 
(1999), 103-13. In his article, Tugwell makes use of the fruits of his edition of the writ¬ 
ings of Bernardo Gui on St. Dominic: Scripta Bemardi Guidonis de Sancto Dominico , in: 
Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. XXVII, Roma 1998. I shall 
refer to these two works as Tugwell 1999 and Tugwell 1998 respectively. 
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concerning the nuns of the Convent of Santa Maria in Tempulo in Rome 
in 1220), a second “Magister Petrus ” (to whom Gerard de Frachet refers 
in his Vitae Fratrum as “rector scholarum Burdegalis” around 1238), and espe¬ 
cially, the figure of “Petrus Hispanus conversus ” (who was a member of the 
early Dominican community in Bologna). In my view, Tugwell’s argu¬ 
ments were not conclusive, which is why I maintained that these three 
figures should not be crossed off the list of people we should investigate 
in order to determine the true identity of the “auctor Summularum ”. 

In this article, due to their complexity, I reserved for a future study 
the analysis of the problems surrounding the figure of “Petrus Ferrandi ” 
(to whom the first Legenda Sancti Dominici , the Legenda prima , is attributed) 
and his possible relationship with the “auctor Summularum ”, as well as of 
the arguments put forward by Tugwell against the hypothesis that these 
two figures might be the same person. This is the task which now faces 
me. But before going through it, I shall first bring forward some new 
documents connected with the issues I examined in my earlier articles. 


1. Additions to the 1997 and 2001 articles 

In my two earlier articles I pointed out that there were three authors, 
Graziolo de’ Bambaglioli (the author of commentaries on La Divina 
Commedia ), and Taegio and Plodius (authors of works related to the his¬ 
tory of the Order of Preachers), whose testimonies could be of interest 
in the context of the problem of the identity of “Petrus Hispanus , auctor 
Summularum ”, but whose works I had been unable to locate. I have not 
advanced at all on this front, but in the process of searching for them I 
have found some others which offer testimonies either concerning the 
“auctor Summularum ” or “Petrus Hispanus ” which are worth mentioning. 

a) Lo qual giu luce in dodici libelli 

In the field of the editions of and commentaries on La Divina Commedia 
I have been unable to make any progress in my research into the ori¬ 
gins of the tradition which holds “Pietro Ispano” to be “lector in Bolonia”. 
With the help of Susana Gomez I was able to locate the manuscript and 
the edition of the Chiose (latine) al Paradiso , 4 the work of Petrarch, and I 


4 F. Palermo, I manoscritti Palatini di Firenze , Biblioteca Palatina, Firenze 1860, Liriche e 
parte del Paradiso di Dante Alighieri come sono nel Codice Palatino CLXXX autogrqfo di Francesco 
Petrarca , 736. 
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verified that this does not provide any information about the possible 
identity of the “ auctor Summularum ". 

b) De Ordine Predicatorum 

In my 1997 article 5 I indicated that of the 51 printed editions of the 
Tractatus listed by Mullally, according to the descriptions he gives, 7 
acknowledged Pope John XXI as their author, while only 2 gave the 
identity of their author as a member of the Order of Preachers. I had 
not investigated the printed editions of the Tractatus since, considering 
them to belong to too late a period, in which the confusion between 
“ Petrus Hispanus ” and Pope John XXI had already arisen; therefore, I pre¬ 
sumed that they might not provide any interesting data. None the less, 
chance has brought descriptions of some editions of and commentaries 
on the Tractatus before my eyes which have forced me to change my 
view, showing the need to carry out a systematic examination of the 
printed editions and commentaries which will doubdess yield fresh infor¬ 
mation about the true identity of the “ auctor Summularum ”. 

This task, which I have scarcely begun, has already provided some 
interesting results: five works which must be added to the collection of 
testimonies that attribute the Tractatus to a member of the Order of 
Preachers, two of which are of particular importance and therefore wor¬ 
thy of being the subject of a section of its own (section c). The other 
three are, first, an edition of the Tractatus published without information 
as to the printer, place or date of publication, but which the catalogues 
of incunables describe as the work of Juan Hurus in Zaragoza around 
1495, in the colophon of which the Summulae are attributed to a mem¬ 
ber of the Order of Preachers: 

Petri hyspani viri doctissimi ordinis pre-/-dicatorum: summularum liber dyalectice ar- 

/-tis fundamentum: Explicit feliciter: Deo gratias (lvii v ) 6 

This edition does not supply any new information. It is only one more 
testimony attributing the Tractatus to a member of the Order of Preachers. 
Its only interest lies in the fact that it is an incunable printed in Spain, 
where one might perhaps expect a more accurate memory of the true 
identity of “ Petrus Hispanus ” to be conserved. 


5 A. d’Ors 1997 (op. cit ., above, n. 2), 64. 

6 There is a copy of this edition in the Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid, 1-2475. 
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The second work which deserves mention is not an edition of the 
Tractatus , but a commentary on it by Peter of Brussels (Peter Crockaert, 
fl514), which was printed several times (1508, 1512): 

Title: Summularum artis dia-/-letice utilis admodum interpretatio fra-/-tris Petri de 
bruxellis in sacra theolo-/-gia bachalarii formati meritissimi sacri/ordinis fratrum pred- 
icatorum super textum magistri/Petri hispani eiusdem ordinis: una cum fructuo-/-sis 
quibusdam quotlibetis ab eodem fratre Pe-/-tro compilatis in conventu Parisiensi. 
Anno ter-/-tio reformationis eiusdem. 

Colophon: Admodum utiles et compendiose super magistri Petri hispani/predicatorum 
ordinis: summularum textum explanationes quedam: fratris/Petri de bruxellis, con- 
ventus Parisiensis, vite regularis ordi-/-nis eiusdem: in sacra pagina bachalarii for¬ 
mati meritissimi: cum fru-/-ctuosis quotlibetalibus quibusdam argumentatiunculis ex 
amplissimo/doctrine divi Thome aquinatis fonte depromptis: finiunt feliciter:/Paris, 
impresse per magistrum Andream boucard. Impensis/autem Godefridi de mames in 
pellicano vici divi Iacobi com-/-morantis Anno incamationis salutifere .1508. Die 
vero mensis/Iunii vigesimaoctava. 7 

But Peter of Brussels, who was a member of the Order of Preachers and 
an outstanding representative of Maior’s school, on the one hand, and 
the Thomist school, on the other, does not confine himself to stating that 
“Petrus Hispanus” was a member of the Order of Preachers. In the Prohemium , 
discussing the reason for the title of the Tractatus , he also tells us: 

Est ergo titulus huius li-/-bri hec oratio. Iste est tractatus summula-/-rum magistri 
Petri hispani. Iste dicit/utilitatis presentiam: tractatus brevitatem,/similiter et sum¬ 
mularum. ponitur in nu-/-mero plurali propter tractatuum multi-/-tudinem: magistri, 
scribens excellentiam/et experientiam et auctoritatem: petri, do-/-ctrine soliditatem: 
hispani, quia ex ea parte/hispanie, que castella dicitur fuit oriundus/ex preclaro pred¬ 
icatorum ordine (a3r). 

In this text, Peter of Brussels joins the tradition represented by Luis de 
Valladolid, who asserts the Castilian origin of Peter of Spain, and like 
Luis de Valladolid, he also tells us of the double tide of his work, “ Tractatus ” 
and “ Summulae ”. Unlike Luis de Valladolid, however, he does not attribute 
the Hystoria beati Dominici to him. This fact might be explained by the 
simple reason that this was not the right place to refer to other works 
by Peter of Spain, but it could also be an indication that the attribution 
of this Hystoria beati Dominici was a later addition which did not form part 
of Luis de Valladolid’s original text. The fact that both authors consid¬ 
ered Peter of Spain to be from Castile rather than Estella might also 
raise some difficulties. In a strict sense there is no any incompatibility 
between the two places of origin, as the Priory of Santo Domingo in 


7 See Bibliografia Geral Portuguese vol. II, Seculo XV, Lisboa 1942, 237-45. 
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Estella originally belonged to the Dominican province of Castile, and the 
town of Estella had close links with the kingdom of Castile. However, 
the orthographic similarity of “ Ca-stelld ’ and “ Stella ” casts a shadow of 
doubt upon these accounts. 

The testimony of Peter of Brussels, who, like Luis de Valladolid, was 
linked to the Dominican Priory in Paris, depends in all probability on 
the latter’s own testimony. This would seem to detract from its impor¬ 
tance. However, insofar as it is part of a different literary tradition with 
an immediate link with the Tractatus itself, it takes on new interest and 
importance: the testimony of Peter of Brussels, which paid direct atten¬ 
tion to the Tractatus and doubtless also to many of the commentaries on 
it would seem not to depend exclusively on Luis de Valladolid’s testi¬ 
mony, but probably to reflect a well consolidated tradition in his Dominican 
or Parisian environment. It therefore provides a good reason in favour 
of the reliability of the testimony offered by Luis de Valladolid. 

The third work which deserves mention is the Expositio Summularum by 
Augustinus Sbarroya, printed in 1533, which attributes the Summulae to 
“Petrus Hispanus ordinis predicatorum” 8 It is yet one more testimony attribut¬ 
ing the Tractatus to a member of the Order of Preachers. 

c) Petrus Alfonsi Hispanus 

While the three testimonies scrutinised above are only of relative impor¬ 
tance, as they do not contribute any new information about the prob¬ 
lem of the identity of the “ auctor Summularum" , the two last testimonies 
which I found could be regarded as documents of a decisive importance. 
They are two editions of Tractatus , but not just any editions: one of them 
is the “first” printed edition of the Tractatus that there is any record of, 
published by Johannes de Westfalia Paderbonensis and Theodoricus Marti 


8 Fol. i(r): “Expositio primi tractatus summularum magistri Petri hispani ordinis predi¬ 
catorum edita a fratre Augustino sbarroya Cordubensi in sacra theologia presentato eius- 
dem ordinis professore.” Fol. Liii(r): “Inceptum fuit opus hoc anno domini .1524. octobris 
.15. die finemque accepit undecima die martii anno sequentis. Impressioni vero manda- 
tum est anno .1532.” Fol. liii(v): “Hispali in sua excussit officina Bartholomeus perez Anno 
domini trigessimo tertio supra millessimum quingentessimum, mense vero Martio.” Fol. 
i(r): “Expositio quarti tractatus magistri petri Hispani ordinis predicatorum edicta a fratre 
augustino sbarroya eiusdem ordinis in sacra theologia presentato.” Fol. xlv(v): “Hec pauca 
de sillogismis dicta benignis lectoribus faciant satis. Non autem me fugit omnia que dicta 
sunt minimam esse partem eorum que did poterant. Intentio tamen mea fuit tantum soli- 
diora et utiliora proponere. Quod etiam vereor an ob eorum multitudinem ex parte con- 
sequutus fuerim. Finis quarti tractatus.” 
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in Aalst on 26 May 1474; the other is a later edition (c. 1486) by the 
same printer (a mysterious pattern has long connected “ Petrus Hispanus” 
with Holland). Only the rarity of this “first” edition can explain why its 
importance has not been emphasised until now. It has the following 
colophon: 

Explicit feliciter Textus summularum editarum a fratre Petro alfonci Hispano: ordi- 
nis predicatorum Impressus In Alosto oppido comitatus flandrie. Per Johannem de 
Vuestfalia Paderbomensem cum socio suo. Theodorico Marti. Anno Domini. M° 
CCCC° LXXIIIF May die XXVI. Amen. 9 

Here not only does it tell us that “ Petrus Hispanus” belonged to the Order 
of Preachers, but it also gives us his name: “ Petrus Alfonsi Hispanus ”. This 
is the first echo of this ancient Dominican tradition, represented by the 
Catalogues of Stams, Pignon and Saint Ann, which attributes the Tractatus 
to a “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, in the sphere of a different literary tradition linked 
direcdy to the history of the Tractatus itself. Since this is precisely the first 
printed edition, which must rely heavily on the earlier manuscript tradi¬ 
tion, and which, unlike that other family of editions which attributes the 
Tractatus to Pope John XXI, attributes the Summulae to a “ Petrus Alfonsi” 
who at the time would seem already to be an almost completely unknown 
figure (who confers no added prestige on this work), this edition endows 
the ancient Dominican tradition with a high degree of reliability. 

In my view, this first printed edition of the Tractatus tips the scale deci¬ 
sively towards the tradition which identifies the “auctor Summularum ” with 
a certain “ Petrus Alfonsi ”. But the problem is that we know nothing more 
of this “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, and that, as I indicated in my earlier article, at 
the very root of this tradition there might be a confusion between “ Petrus 
Hispanus, auctor Summularum ” and the famous “Petrus Alfonsi”, a Jewish con¬ 
vert of the twelfth century. 10 Other documents are needed to resolve this 
issue and to provide a more detailed profile of the figure of the “auctor 
Summularum”. 

d) Petrus Hispanus conversus 

In my 2001 article I examined Tugwell’s arguments against the possible 
identity of the “auctor Summularum” with the figure of “Petrus Hispanus con- 


9 See M. F. A. G. Campbell, Annates de la Typographie Merlandaise au XV e siecle , La Haye 
1874, 393-4 (1396 and 1397); Bibliograpa Geral Portuguesa [op. cit ., above, n. 7), vol. II, 

p. 168. 

10 A. d’Ors 2001 {op. cit. , above, n. 1), 241-2. 
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versus ”, who was linked, according to Galvano della Fiamma’s account, 
to the Dominican communities in Bologna and Milan. Tugwell’s argu¬ 
ments are based mainly on the interpretation of the title “ conversus ” as 
“lay brother”, which would seem to mean that this “ Petrus Hispanus ” could 
not have devoted his life to intellectual tasks. In view of Tugwell’s argu¬ 
ments I examined two hypotheses: on the one hand, that in the period 
in which the Order of Preachers was taking shape the title “ conversus ” 
might have had a different meaning (perhaps novice or monk); and on 
the other, that Galvano might have wrongly identified two different peo¬ 
ple, a “ conversus ” (lay brother) sent by St Dominic to Bologna, and a 
“Petrus Hispanus ” living at the cell of Santa Maria della Mascarella in 
Bologna which depended on the Augustinian Priory of Roncesvalles, and 
which was later incorporated into the Order of Preachers (which I regarded 
as the most probable hypothesis). 

H. Petitot has told us of a document with a certain interest, which 
would seem to support the hypothesis that Galvano confused two different 
figures under the name of “ Petrus Hispanus conversus ”. n This is a pontifical 
letter concerning the introduction of the Order of Preachers to Italy, in 
which the Pope asks support for the work of the new Order: 

Rogamus proinde devotionem vestram et exhortamus attente, per apostolica vobis 
scripta mandantes quatinus dilectos filios P.., I.., R.., latores presentium, fratres 
ordinis Predicatorum, quorum utile ministerium et religionem credimus Deo gratam, 
in eorum proposito laudabili confoventes, ad officium predicationis ad quod deputati 
sunt, curetis benigne recipere ac habentes eos pro nostra et apostolice Sedis rever- 
entia commendatos, in suis eis necessitatibus assistatis qui verbum Dei gratis et fideliter 
proponentes,. . . ,2 

The interest here lies in the initials “P., I., R.” which stand for the names 
of the three members of the Order of Preachers referred to in the let¬ 
ter. Although Laurent dates this letter on the 26 of April 1216, Petitot 
thought that it was connected with the first expedition sent by St Dominic 
to Bologna in 1218 which, according to Jordan of Saxony, had four mem¬ 
bers: “ Johannes de Navarra”, “frater Bertrandus ”, “frater Christianas ” and a “jrater 
conversus ”. However, these three initials do not tally with the names of 
the members of this first Dominican mission. 


11 H. Petitot O.P., Vie de Saint Dominique , Saint-Maximim (Var) 1925, 324-26 (p. 325); 
L. Jacinto Petitot, Vida de Sto. Domingo de Guzman (Spanish translation by Veremundo Penas), 
Vergara 1931, 351-3. 

12 Fr. M. Hyacinthus Laurent, Monumenta Historica S.P.N. Dominici , Fasc. I, Historia 
Diplomatica S. Dominici (Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, XV), Paris 
1933, 104, LXXXVII. 
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Petitot interpreted these three initials “P., I., R.” as the initials of the 
names of “ Petrus Hispanus ”, “Iohannes de Navarra ” and “jrater Ricardus ”, but 
he felt that he had to question the testimony of Jordan of Saxony. Perhaps 
this is partly due to the fact that he ignored when was the letter written 
(in 1216, two years prior to the first Dominican expedition to Bologna, 
which suggests that those who then represented the Order before the 
Roman Curia might bear no relation to the expedition); another reason 
might be that Petitot did not know of the presence in Bologna of some 
Spaniards who lived in the cell of Santa Maria della Mascarella, a depen¬ 
dency of the Augustinian Priory of Roncesvalles, and who were later 
received into the Order of Preachers. Petitot considered that “jrater Ricardus ” 
was one of John of Navarre’s companions whom Jordan of Saxony wrongly 
gave the name of “jrater Bertrandus ”, and that “ Petrus Hispanus ” was the 
name by which “jrater Christianus ” was known within the Order. 13 

My opinion is that the interpretation of the initials “I.” and “R.” as 
initials of the names “Iohannes de Navarra ” and “jrater Ricardus ”, who we 
know played a major role during the stage at which the Order of Preachers 
was introduced to Italy, is highly likely, but that this does not mean that 
we have to question Jordan of Saxony’s testimony either by identifying 
“jrater Ricardus ” with “jrater Bertrandus ”, as Petitot does, or by adding the 
name of “jrater Ricardus ” to the list of the members of the Order who 
took part in that first expedition to Bologna, as Mamacho and many 


13 Petitot 1925 (op. cit., above, n. 11), 325-6: “Les historiens dominicains se sont demandes 
quels pouvaient etre les noms de ces trois religieux P., I., R., designes par saint Dominique 
pour la fondation de Bologne. La difficulte provient de ce que le B. Jourdain nous a men- 
tionne les noms de ces trois Freres: «un certain Frere Bertrand», Frere Jean de Navarre 
et enfin Frere Chretien. Les initiates de ces religieux ne concordent pas, comme on s’en 
rend compte, avec celles indiquees dans la lettre. Le probleme est-il insoluble? II est remar- 
quable tout d’abord que le B. Jourdain hesite au sujet de ce certain Frere Bertrand. B ne 
saurait etre question, comme le fait observer justement Echard, du celebre Frere Bertrand 
de Garrigue. Quel est done ce Frere Bertrand qui aurait ete l’un des premiers freres fon- 
dateurs de Bologne et qu’aucun de nos chroniqueurs ne connait? On peut se demander 
s’il n’y a pas eu quelque confusion et s’il ne s’agit pas du Frere Ricard dont nos annal- 
istes dominicains savent tres bien qu’il fut le premier prieur de Bologne. Le mot Ricard 
serait designe par Pinitiale R. D’autre part, le Frere Chretien que nous mentionne egale- 
ment le B. Jourdain s’appelait dans l’Ordre Pierre d’Espagne, et ce nom correspond a 
Pinitiale P. Jean de Navarre est designe par la lettre I. [...]. Si done Pon admet que les 
trois premiers religieux venus a Bologne furent Pierre d’Espagne, Jean de Navarre et Frere 
Ricard, les initiales de leurs noms coincident avec celles indiquees dans la lettre pontificale: 
P., I., R. Nous proposons, bien entendu, cette solution comme satisfaisante, mais non 
comme certaine”. 
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other historians of the Order of Preachers did. 14 I agree with D’Amato 15 
that it seems more likely, especially in the light of the date of the letter, 
that “ frater Ricardus” were one of the canons who was already living at 
the cell of Mascarella before this first Dominican mission arrived in 
Bologna. 

Regarding the interpretation of the initial “P.”, it is enough to sketch 
out the problem. Among the members of the first Dominican commu¬ 
nity in Italy there was one person whose initial was “P.”, who might be 
a “ Petrus Hispanus”. On the other hand, the figure of “ Petrus Hispanus con- 
versus” shows the existence of one “ Petrus Hispanus” among the first mem¬ 
bers of the Italian Dominican community, whom some historians of the 
Order of Preachers have identified with “frater Christianas” and other with 
the “frater conversus” (and yet others, like Galvano della Fiamma, with 
both). It is my view that there are no grounds for identifying “Petrus 
Hispanus” with “frater Christianus” , and if the initial “P.” refers, as Petitot 
proposes, to a “Petrus Hispanus” , it does not seem that the latter can be 
identified with the “frater conversus ”, as it seems unlikely that a “conversus” 
(lay brother) could lead the representatives of the Order of Preachers 
before the Roman Curia. It seems more reasonable to think that the ini¬ 
tial “P.”, like the “R.”, belongs to one of the canons of Roncesvalles liv¬ 
ing at the cell of Santa Maria della Mascarella who then joined the Order 
of Preachers. We cannot rule out the possibility that it was our “Petrus 
Hispanus , auctor Summularum”. Despite Tugwell’s opinion, it would there¬ 
fore appear to be imprudent to exclude “Petrus Hispanus conversus” from 
the list of figures to be investigated with a view to identifying the real 
“auctor Summularum”. 

The tradition which derives from the commentaries on the Paradiso 
make me inclined to think that it was precisely this “Petrus Hispanus” 


14 See d’Ors 2001 [op. cit., above, n. 1), 215, n. 10. We find a more ambiguous ver¬ 
sion of this same solution in the work of D. G. Fomasini, La Chiesa Priorale e Parrochiale di 
S. Maria e S. Domenico detta della Mascarella in Bologna , Bologna 1943, 11-2: “La cronaca del 
convento bolognese delTOrdine dei PP. Predicatori ha registrato il fatto con queste testu- 
ali parole (3): «In quest’anno (1218) dopo la festa di Pasqua, del beatissimo Patriarcha 
Domenico mandati vennero a Bologna Fra Giovanni di Navarra, Fra Bertrando, Fra 
Cristiano e il laico Fra Pietro spagnolo, sotto il priorato di Fra Riccardo, uomo di somma 
gravita, venerando per eta, e per una singolare innocenza di vita, il quale fu il primo 
Priore bolognese. Poco dopo se ne agginusero altri due, e cioe fra Michele da Uzero e 
lo spagnolo Fra Domenico, uomini tutti di grande virtu»”. “(3) Chronica Conventus 
Bononiensis et etc., Romae, 1903”. 

15 See d’Ors 2001 {op. cit., above, n. 1), 221, n. 21. 
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whom Dante refers to, and that this is the very same “ Petrus AlfonsF from 
Estella who is credited with writing the Tractatus. 

2. The Legenda prima, “Petrus Ferrandi”, the “Leyenda castellana” and 
the “Legendae Sancti Dominici” 

The testimonies and problems surrounding the figure of “ Petrus Hispanus , 
auctor Summularum ” were explored in my last article, and so the moment 
has now come to examine the figure of Pedro Ferrando, his possible rela¬ 
tionship with the “ auctor Summularum ”, and the arguments put forward by 
Tugwell against the identification of Pedro Ferrando with the “ auctor 
Summularum ”. The new documents I have found, which I have described 
in the first section of the present study, and which seem to support, on 
the one hand, the hypothesis of the identity of the “ auctor Summularum ” 
with “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, and on the other with a “ Petrus Hispanus ” (who was 
probably from Estella and who was confused by Galvano with the “con¬ 
vex sus” sent by St Dominic to Bologna), might tempt us to assume that 
such a task is futile. 

However, I believe that our knowledge of the figure of Pedro Ferrando 
is tangled in a web of problems which do not allow us to exclude the 
possibility that he was the “ Petrus Hispanus ” of Bologna or, despite the 
explicit difference in names, that he was “ Petrus Alfonsi ”. Although these 
hypotheses are highly improbable, the biographical profile of Pedro 
Ferrando makes it possible to consider that his figure is not entirely sep¬ 
arate from the general problem of “ Petrus Hispanus ” and the Corpus that 
has until now been attributed to Pope John XXI. For these reasons I 
think that it is still useful to examine in this context the problems sur¬ 
rounding the figure of “ Petrus Ferrandi ”. But the perspective must now not 
be that of the “ auctor Summularum ” but that of the author of the Legenda 
prima which, as we shall see, raises difficulties that are no less complex 
than those we encountered in the context of the “ auctor Summularum ”. 

In my view, as I pointed out in my last article, the analyses and tes¬ 
timonies provided by Simon Tugwell O.P. on the subject of Pedro Ferrando, 
as well as on the Legenda prima shed considerable light on some of the 
questions I examined in my 1997 article, and have obliged me to rectify 
some errors I made in that paper. But, as I also mentioned in my last 
article, Tugwell’s analyses are flawed because of his acceptance of the 
“Estella tradition” which links the “ auctor Summularum ” with the Priory of 
Santo Domingo in Estella. Because of his acceptance of the “Estella tra¬ 
dition”, all of Tugwell’s arguments seem to be intended to show not only 
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that Pedro Ferrando, who was buried in Zamora, cannot be identified 
with the “ Petrus Hispanus ” who was buried in Estella (who was suppos¬ 
edly the author of the Summulae ), but also that the author of the Summulae 
is not the author of the Legenda prima : Pedro Ferrando, in his view, is the 
author of the Legenda prima , whereas the author of the Summulae is “ Petrus 
Hispanus ” who was buried in Estella, and who is not the same as Pedro 
Ferrando. 

Once the reliability of the “Estella tradition” has been questioned, if 
the results of TugwelTs analyses were to be accepted (taking the Legenda 
prima as the only ancient “ Legenda ” transmitted without any attribution to 
a particular author, and maintaining that this should be identified with 
the Vita beati Dominici attributed by Gil de Santarem to Pedro Ferrando), 
the testimony of Luis de Valladolid (who ascribes the Summulae and one 
Hystoria beati Dominici to a single unknown author named “ Petrus Hispanus ”) 
would allow us to conclude that Pedro Ferrando is not only, as Tugwell 
asserts, the author of the Legenda prima , but also, counter to Tugwell’s 
conclusions, the “auctor Summularum”. But is Luis de Valladolid’s testimony 
reliable? Are Tugwell’s analyses conclusive? What is the relationship 
between the Legenda prima , the Vita beati Dominici attributed to Pedro 
Ferrando, and the Hystoria beati Dominici attributed to the “ auctor Summularum ’’? 

In principle, Tugwell’s analyses are not inconsistent with Luis de 
Valladolid’s testimony, but the two joined together (which would lead to 
the conclusion that “ Petrus Ferrandi ” is the “auctor Summularum ”) seem to 
come into conflict with that other, more ancient, Dominican tradition 
(represented by the Catalogues of Stams, Pignon and Saint Ann) 16 which 
attributes the Summulae to a “Petrus Alfonsi ”. There is no doubt that this 
tradition represents the main obstacle in the way of the attribution of the 
Summulae to Pedro Ferrando. This old Dominican tradition is in itself not 
incompatible with Tugwell’s analyses (according to which “Petrus Ferrandi” 
is the author of the Legenda prima , “Petrus Alfonsi” is the “auctor Summularum ”), 
or with the testimony of Luis de Valladolid (“ Petrus Alfonsi ” being the 
“auctor Summularum ” and also the author of a Hystoria beati Dominici ), but 
it does render these two testimonies mutually incompatible. 

If, as Tugwell says, there is a single ancient “ Legenda ” whose author is 
unknown, and which should be attributed to Pedro Ferrando, and if 
“Petrus Alfonsi ” is the “auctor Summularum ”, then it would be necessary to 


16 See d’Ors 1997 (op. cit., above, n. 2), 49, and d’Ors 2001 (op. cit ., above, n. 1), 239- 
42. 
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conclude that Luis de Valladolid confused “ Petrus Alfonsi” with “ Petrus 
Ferrandi” and attributed both their works to a single “ Petrus Hispanus”. If, 
on the other hand, in accord with the testimony of Luis de Valladolid, 
the “ auctor Summularum” is also the author of a Hystoria beati Dominici , we 
would have to conclude either that Tugwell’s analyses contain an error 
(and that there is more than one “ Legenda” of unknown authorship, one 
by “ Petrus Alfonsi” and another by “ Petrus Ferrandi ”), or that the tradition 
attributing the Summulae to “ Petrus Alfonsi” is erroneous (and that “Petrus 
Ferrandi” is the “ auctor Summularum”). 

Where does the error lie? In principle, on the grounds of its antiquity 
and the nature of the testimonies which reflect it, the old Dominican tra¬ 
dition attributing the Summulae to a “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, now reinforced by the 
testimony of the first printed edition of this work, seems worthy of our 
trust. But if we accept this, there are two problems. On the one hand 
we have no other information about this “ Petrus Alfonsi” to corroborate 
the reliability of this tradition (which, as I said in my earlier article, could 
have confused the “ auctor Summularum” with the famous “Petrus Alfonsi” of 
the twelfth century). On the other hand, the information which has reached 
us about “ Petrus Ferrandi” matches up the biographical profile which would 
be appropriate for the “ auctor Summularum”. Against the testimony of Luis 
de Valladolid we can bring forward that it was written too late, and the 
fact that it is the only testimony which attributes both works to the same 
“ Petrus Hispanus”. For his part, against Tugwell’s analyses we can bring 
forward that, as we shall see, there would seem to be more than one 
ancient “ Legenda” with an unknown author. 

In principle, if the question is set in these terms, it seems that we ought 
to accept the hypothesis that the “ auctor Summularum” is a “ Petrus Alfonsi” 
whose identity we do not know; and that, until further documents come 
to light, the only question that can be set is whether this “ Petrus Alfonsi” 
is the author of the Hystoria beati Dominici attributed to him by Luis of 
Valladolid, or not. The figure of “ Petrus Ferrandi” would therefore seem, 
as Tugwell thinks, to have nothing to do with the problem of the “ auc¬ 
tor Summularum ”, and would only be relevant insofar as he is the author 
of a Vita beati Dominici , whose relationship with the Hystoria beati Dominici 
attributed by Luis of Valladolid to the “ auctor Summularum” remains to be 
determined. Nevertheless, even if we leave aside the possibility that the 
Catalogue of Stams might be misleading and that the “ auctor Summularum” 
could be Pedro Ferrando, in my opinion, as I have pointed out before, 
his biographical profile enables us to suggest that he is not completely 
unconnected with the general problem surrounding “ Petrus Hispanus” (prob- 
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ably he ought to be recognised as the author of some of the works that 
were formerly thought to have been written by John XXI), and it there¬ 
fore seems appropriate to analyse here the testimonies concerning the 
figure of Pedro Ferrando. 

According to Tugwell, our knowledge of Pedro Ferrando, as well as 
the attribution of the Legenda prima to him, rest on very solid foundations 
which, however, I seemed not to accept in my 1997 article. In this respect, 
the historical data seem to back Tugwell’s thesis, though in my view not 
as firmly or as definitively as he seems to believe. However, my rejec¬ 
tion of this thesis in my 1997 article was not actually a rejection so much 
as the consequence of my scant knowledge of the bibliography concern¬ 
ing Pedro Ferrando and the Legenda Sancti Dominici attributed to him. My 
interest centred rather on the “ auctor Summularum ” and not on the “ Legenda 
primd\ and as a result of accepting the “Estella tradition” as reliable, my 
research chiefly focused on those figures who could be identified with the 
“Petrus Hispanus , auctor Summularum ” who was supposedly buried in Estella. 
Obviously Pedro Ferrando, who according to an old tradition was buried 
in Zamora, could not be this “ Petrus Hispanus ”, and this accounts for my 
failure to investigate his biography in more detail in my 1997 paper. I 
think that this was my main error: more careful examination of the figure 
of Pedro Ferrando and the Legenda prima would have enabled me to avoid 
some of the pitfalls which I then encountered, and would have rendered 
unnecessary many of the reflections and hypotheses I made, which now 
seem futile. 

In my 1997 article I made, at least, three major mistakes which must 
now be rectified. My main error was to regard the “Leyenda castellana” 
of St Dominic, attributed to Pedro Ferrando, as a mere translation of 
the Legenda Sancti Dominici which is also attributed to him. Although there 
are obvious correlations between the two texts, a simple reading suffices 
to reveal that the relationship between them is not one of translation: 
they are certainly two different narratives (the relationship between the 
“Leyenda castellana” and other “ Legendae Sancti Dominici ” constitutes a fur¬ 
ther problem). 

My second error was the idea that the works attributed to Jordan of 
Saxony and Humbert of Romanis might not be by these authors, but 
that these figures, in their position as General Masters of the Order of 
Preachers, might have commissioned others to write them (perhaps, the 
“auctor Summularum ”). The historical data contributed by Tugwell seem to 
support the thesis that Jordan certainly, and Humbert probably, did write 
these works before they became General Masters, and that they wrote 
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them themselves, either on their own initiative or because they were com¬ 
missioned to do so (yet another problem here is the relationship between 
Humbert’s Legenda Sancti Dominici and the “Leyenda castellana”). 

My third error concerns the chronology of the Legenda Sancti Dominici , 
attributed to Pedro Ferrando, and the “Leyenda castellana”. In the Spanish 
version of my article, when I discussed these texts I said simply that there 
was “una antigua (“early”) version castellana”, but in the English text the 
words “an earlier Castilian version” crept in. Thus my 1997 article seemed 
to indicate that I agreed with L. A. Getino, 17 who defended the thesis 
that the “Leyenda castellana” predates the Latin “ Legendae ”. This was not 
my intention. When I pointed out the antiquity of the Castilian biogra¬ 
phy of St Dominic my only purpose was to point out that this could 
have been written at a time when both Pedro Ferrando and the “ auctor 
Summularum ” were still alive (a hypothesis which, strictly speaking, I now 
also regard as wrong). My 1997 article doubtless contains many other 
errors, 18 but these are less pertinent to our present concern. 

a) The Legenda Sancti Dominici (Legenda prima) 

I must turn now to the problems caused by the figure of Pedro Ferrando 
and the Legenda Sancti Dominici (the Legenda prima) attributed to him. In my 
view, these are two different problems which we must distinguish and 
separate in order to avoid drawing premature conclusions which could 
negatively influence our subsequent analysis which will be directed towards 
identifying the genuine author of the “ Legenda prima ” on the one hand, 
and the true “ auctor Summularum ” on the other. The available historical 


17 L. G. Alonso Getino, Origen del Rosario y Leyendas castellanas del siglo XIII sobre Sto. 
Domingo de Guzman, Vergara 1925. 

18 My matin error was, without doubt, to trust on the reliability of the “Estella tradi¬ 
tion”, the revision of which was one of the chief objectives of my last article—see d’Ors 
2001 {op. cit., above, n. 1), 230-4—. However, other lesser errors ought to be pointed out 
here as well: I took the “ rector scholarum ” to be an internal position in the Order of 
Preachers—d’Ors 1997 {op. cit., above, n. 2), 31—, although according to Tugwell—1999 
{op. cit., above, n. 3), 113—such a position does not exist (however, this does not rule out 
the possibility that a member of the Order of Preachers could have held such a position 
outside the Order). I considered that the “ auctor Summularum ” was nothing to do with the 
founding tasks of the Order of Preachers—d’Ors 1997 {op. cit., above, n. 2), 37—, which 
might obscure certain aspects of his biography. I considered that the Tractatus had prob¬ 
ably been written in Toulouse—d’Ors 1997 {op. cit., above, n. 2), 48—, a hypothesis which 
was subordinate to the acceptance of the Estella tradition (from which many of the hypothe¬ 
ses I formed at that time were derived, including the link between the “ auctor Summularum” 
and the Court of the Kings of Navarre, between the Summulae and the internal organisa¬ 
tion of learning into the Order of Preachers, etc.). 
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data allow us to assert, first, that Pedro Ferrando wrote a Vita beati Dominid , 
the text of which is stricdy speaking unknown; and second, that there is 
a Legenda Sancti Dominici whose author is also, strictly speaking, unknown. 
The attribution of this Legenda Sancti Dominici to Pedro Ferrando allows 
us to solve both problems at one stroke, which is why such a solution 
seems likely and tempting. Good reasons can be said to exist in favour 
of this conclusion (adduced by Tugwell in his article). But there are also 
some problems which conjure up doubts regarding the solidity of such a 
conclusion (problems which Tugwell evades, or does not seem to regard 
as sufficiendy relevant). For the sake of greater clarity, it will be beneficial 
to look first at the problems posed by the Legenda Sancti Dominici (the 
Legenda prima). 

The Legenda Sancti Dominici (or Legenda prima ) is a text which was handed 
down as anonymous until 1911. The first edition we are aware of is in 
Mombritius’ Sanctuarium of 1479. 19 In 1899, Pie Mothon O.P. republished 
it in the belief that it was unpublished. 20 He considered it to predate the 
imposition of the liturgical reform of Humbert of Romanis (in 1260). In 
1911 it was published again, this time under the name of Pedro Ferrando, 
by F. Van Ortroy. 21 Finally, in 1935, M. H. Laurent 22 published a crit¬ 
ical edition of this Legenda , also attributing it to Pedro Ferrando. At pre¬ 
sent (at least) the following manuscripts of the Legenda are known (all of 
which are unattributed): 


19 Mombritius, Sanctuarium , Milan 1479, BHL 2235 (2nd ed., Paris, t. I, 1910, 429-43). 

20 Pie Mothon O.P., in: Analecta Sacri Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum, IV (1899), 296- 
319. This edition was prepared from two fourteenth-century manuscripts—Paris, BnF, lat. 
1309, fols. 319r-320r (fragment in the form of readings for the office of St Dominic), and 
Paris, BnF, lat. 3820, fols. 39r-39v (fragment in the form of readings for the Office of St 
Dominic)—and a modem copy (Rome, General Archive of the Order of Preachers, X- 
982). 

21 F. Van Ortroy, Pierre Ferrand O.P. et les premiers biographes de S. Dominique fondateur de 
I’ordre des Freres Precheurs , in: Analecta Bollandiana, XXX (1911), 27-87. Edition prepared 
from the editions by Mombritius and Mothon, and the thirteenth-century manuscript: 
Wroclaw, University Library, R 394 (formerly Breslau, Bibliotheque de la Ville 394; ant. 
S. IV, 2 a 41), fols. lr-38r (prior to 1259, as it still includes the text concerning Diego 
of Osma which the General Chapter of Valenciennes held in that year ordered to be 
corrected). 

22 H. Laurent O.P., Legenda Sancti Dominici auctore Petro Ferrandi, in: Monumenta Historica 
Sancti Patris Nostri Dominici, fasc. II, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum 
Historica, XVI, Roma 1935, 197-260. This edition was prepared from the editions of 
Mombritius, Mothon and Van Ortroy (and the manuscripts which they used), but taking 
as a basis the new thirteenth-century manuscript: Gottingen, University Library, Theol., 
109, fols. lv-34v (prior to 1242; it includes at the end six antiphons and a response from 
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1) Lisbon, Bibl, Nac., Alcob. CXXXIII/24, fols. 140-183v (thirteenth century, man¬ 
uscript discovered by Tugwell after Laurent’s edition). 

2) Gottingen, Bibl. Universite, Theol., 109, fols. lv-34v (thirteenth century, prior 
to 1242, basis for Laurent’s edition). 

3) London, Lambeth Palace, 356, fols. 91-99 (thirteenth/fourteenth century). 

4) Wroclaw, Bibl. Uniw., R 394, fols. lr-38r—formerly Breslau, Bibliotheque de 
la Ville 394; ant. S. IV, 2 to 41—(thirteenth century, prior to 1259, basis for 
Van Ortroy’s edition). 

5) Heidelberg, Univ. Bibl., Salem 9, fols. 151-169v (fourteenth century). 

6) Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laur., Strozzi 4, fols. 98-104 (fifteenth century). 

7) Rome, General Archive of the Order of Preachers, X-982 (copy from seven¬ 
teenth-eighteenth century which seems to be related to the text published by 
Mombritius). 

8) Paris, BnF, lat. 1309, fols. 319r-320r (fourteenth century, fragment in the form 
of readings for the Office of St Dominic). 

9) Paris, BnF., lat. 3820, fols. 39r-39v (fourteenth century, fragment in the form 
of readings for the Office of St Dominic). 

10) Rome, Archive of St Peter’s, A.8 (o G), fols. 247r-248v (fragment in the form 
of readings for the Office of St Dominic). 

11) Rome, Archive of St Peter’s, A.9 (o H), fols. 135v-137v (fragment in the form 
of readings for the Office of St Dominic). 

These manuscripts, as Tugwell has indicated, reflect the existence of two 
different narratives: one which probably predated the approved by the 
General Chapter of the Order; and a later one, which contained the 
modifications approved by this General Chapter (probably held in 1236 
or 1238). At least three modem translations of this Legenda also exist, one 
into French 23 and two into Spanish, 24 also presented as the work of Pedro 
Fernando. 

The attribution of “this” text to Pedro Ferrando therefore has its ori¬ 
gin in the research of F. Van Ortroy (subsequently carried out by Altaner, 
Scheeben, Laurent, Barth and Tugwell, among others). It is the conse¬ 
quence of synthesising the results obtained on the one hand from exam¬ 
ining the manuscripts and comparing the text of the Legenda with other 
texts concerning the life of St Dominic and the history of the Order of 
Preachers; and on the other hand from studying the historical testimonies 
concerning the biographers of St Dominic. Examination of the manu¬ 
scripts and text of this Legenda reveals its dependence on the Libellus de 


the Office of St Dominic; this text is closer, as far as the miracles of St Dominic are con¬ 
cerned, to the one edited by Mombritius or by Mothon, than to that edited by Van 
Ortroy). 

23 D. Delalande and D. Mesnard, Frere Dominique, Pere des Precheurs, Juvisy 1934, 21-82. 

24 M. Gelabert and J. M. Milagro, Santo Domingo de Guzman visto por sus contemporaneos , 
1st ed., Madrid 1947 (2nd ed. revised, Madrid 1966); L. Galmes Mas and V. Gomez 
Garcia, Santo Domingo de Guzman. Fuentes para su conocimiento , Madrid 1987. 
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initiis Ordinis Predicatorum by Jordan of Saxony, 25 as well as its indepen¬ 
dence from any other known biography of St Dominic (which seem rather 
to draw on it). The text of this Legenda can be regarded as a reworking 
of the text of Jordan of Saxony, which it follows literally at times, but 
omitting the passages of the Libellus which do not have St Dominic as 
protagonist and adding some details about his family background, jour¬ 
ney to Spain, and other things he did in the south of France or Italy, 
including the “ Testamentum pads ”. 

The corrections to the various manuscripts which reveal the traces of 
agreements made at various General Chapters of the Order of Preachers, 26 
as well as the facts about the dates at which other biographies of St 
Dominic were written, enable us to conclude that “this” Legenda was writ¬ 
ten between 1234, the year in which St Dominic was canonised (as it 
mentions the miracles performed by St Dominic which were approved 
at the end of the canonisation process on 3 July 1234) and 1242 (the 
year in which the General Chapter of Bologna ordered one of the pas¬ 
sages of this Legenda to be corrected). It was used in the heart of the 
Order of Preachers until 1247 (when it was replaced by the Legenda by 
Constantine of Orvieto), or, at the outside limit, until 1260, the year in 
which Humbert of Romanis officially imposed the third Legenda. 21 In all 
probability work was begun on it after 1235 (the year in which the sec¬ 
ond edition of Jordan of Saxony’s Libellus was circulated) and concluded 
before 1239 (by which time it already seems to have been current in the 
Order of Preachers). All of this permits us to conclude that “this” Legenda 
is, in fact, the first of the “ Legendae Sancti Dominid ”, that is, the “ Legenda 
prima ”. 

On the other hand, the Lectionarium Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum (Lecdonario 
Regensburg. Oxford, Keble College, 49) contains an abbreviated version of 


25 Ed. H. C. Scheeben, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. 
XVI, Rome 1935, 1-88. 

26 “Monemus et volumus quod abradatur de legenda beati Dominici ubi semetipsum 
asserit, licet in camis integritate divina gracia conservatum [. . .]” (Bolonia 1242, Monumenta 
Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, III, 24—quoted by Tugwell 1999 (op. cit ., above, 
n. 3), 105). “In Vita beati Dominici in rubrica ubi dicitur: ‘qualiter episcopus Oxomensis 
instituit monasterium de Pruliano’, deleatur: ‘episcopus Oxomensis’, et dicatur: ‘beatus 
Dominicus’ etc. Similiter ibidem in textu ubi dicitur: ‘Dei servus Didacus’, deleatur hoc 
totum et dicatur ‘beatus Dominicus’” (Valenciennes, 1259, B. Reichert O.P., Acta capitu- 
lorum generalium , t. I, p. 98—quoted by Van Ortroy 1911 (op. cit., above, n. 21), 37). 

27 “Mandat Magister quod fratres utantur legenda beati Dominici quae inserta est in 
lectionario; et alia deinceps non scribantur”, B. Reichert O.P., Acta capitulorum generalium, 
t. I, p. 105—quoted by Van Ortroy 1911 (op. cit., above, n. 21), 38. 
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this Legenda prima. It is widely accepted that this manuscript contains the 
first edition of Humbert of Romanis’ Leccionario , prepared in response to 
the instructions issued by the General Chapter of 1246 when Humbert 
was Provincial of France. In this Leccionario a “ Legenda Sancti Dominici” is 
attributed to one “ Petrus Hispanus ”. 28 Since at this date the Legenda prima 
seems to be the only officially recognised “ Legenda ”, this testimony enables 
us to recognise “ Petrus Hyspanus ” as its author. It is this same Leccionario 
which informs us that the Legenda by “ Petrus Hyspanus ” was approved by 
one of the General Chapters of the Order of Preachers. 

The textual tradition of the Legenda prima , its manuscripts and editions 
which predate Van Ortroy’s edition of 1911, does not allow us to draw 
any other conclusion: it does not permit us to say anything about the 
identity of this “ Petrus Hyspanus ”, the author of the Legenda prima. This 
“ Petrus Hispanus ” could be the “auctor Summularum ’’ (which would fit Luis 
de Valladolid’s testimony), or Pedro Ferrando (according to Gil de Santa- 
rem’s testimony), or even Pedro Ferrando, “ auctor Summularum ”, if we want 
to reconcile both testimonies. The identification of this “ Petrus Hyspanus ” 
with Pedro Ferrando, which was advocated by Van Ortroy and is gen¬ 
erally accepted today, is a conclusion which has been reached on the 
basis of research of another kind, which is no longer linked to the tex¬ 
tual tradition of the Legenda prima , but to the history of the biographies 
of St Dominic. 

I shall discuss below the issues surrounding the figure of Pedro Ferrando 
and the history of the biographies of St Dominic, but first I think it would 
be useful to make a few points about the relations between this Legenda 
prima and Jordan of Saxony’s Libellus. As I have already said, there are 
significant literal resemblances between the two works, but in the Legenda 
there are also some striking new features. Among these, particular atten¬ 
tion has been drawn to the information given about St Dominic’s fam¬ 
ily, or about events during his youth or his journey to Spain, and about 
the “ Testamentum pacis”. Over the years these features have come to be 
regarded as highly significant, and have led historians of the Order of 
Preachers to inquire into the sources which might have provided its author 
with this valuable information. In response to this question, it has been 


28 “Frater Petrus Hyspanus, qui conposuit legendam bead Dominici approbatam a capit- 
ulo general!. In translatione bead Dominici” (fol. 78va-vb); “In festo S. Dominici, frater 
Petrus Hyspanus cum approbatione capituli generalis” (fol. 129vb), H. M. Barth, Die 
Dominikuslegende in ersten Lektionar Humberts von Romans (1246), in: Archivum Fratrum 
Praedicatorum, LTV (1984), 83-112 (pp. 109 and 101). 
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supposed that the author was a Spaniard and that he came across the 
facts concerning Spain in Spain itself (where this work was probably also 
composed), and that this information is therefore likely to be reliable. 
However, St Dominic’s “ Testamentum pads ” has been regarded as nothing 
more than a literary device which lacks a historical basis. 29 

In my opinion, these conclusions are the result of a deficient under¬ 
standing of the problem which overlooks the different purposes of the 
Libellus and the Legenda. The Libellus is a history of the Order of Preachers, 
whereas the Legenda is a biography of a saint written immediately after 
his canonisation and only 13 years after his death. What we regard today 
as precious information about the life of St Dominic provided by the 
Legenda prima might have been well known to Jordan of Saxony (and to 
all of St Dominic’s companions), and Jordan might not have included it 
in his Libellus because he thought it irrelevant to the history of the Order 
of Preachers. However, this information would have been relevant for the 
author of the Legenda prima when he was writing the life of the Saint. 
Only 13 years after he died, when some of his closest companions were 
still alive, the compilation of the events in the Legenda apparently would 
not have entailed much difficulty, and it does not require special expla¬ 
nation today either. I consider it unnecessary to presuppose that the 
author had a special, close link to Spain (still less, that the Legenda must 
have been written in Spain) in order to account for the information con¬ 
tained in the Legenda which is not in Jordan of Saxony’s Libellus. I can 
find no reason why we should rule out the possibility that the writer of 
the Legenda might have gathered these accounts outside Spain. The writer 
might even have heard them from St Dominic himself, since he could 
have been one of St Dominic’s first companions, an eyewitness to some 
of the very events he reports (and even a witness of the “ Testamentum 
pads ” of St Dominic in Bologna), or else he might have collected the 
information in the course of the canonisation process. 


29 “In the Midi, Dominic was part of a predominantly Spanish mission, whose mem¬ 
bers, once the order was established, mainly returned to Spain; so it was precisely with 
Spanish material that Ferrando was able to enrich the story.” (Tugwell 1999 [op. cit., above, 
n. 3), 106). “Ferrando is also the first writer to claim that, before he died, Dominic for¬ 
mally ‘bequeathed’ to his friars the three virtues of charity, humility and voluntary poverty, 
and that he pronounced a curse on anyone who introduced possesions into the order. It 
is most unlikely that either the testament or the curse is historical, and R. Creytens O.P. 
argued that they should be regarded as a literary device.” (Tugwell 1999, (op. cit., above, 
n. 3) 106, n. 11). 
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b) “Petrus Ferrandi” 

As far as the figure of “ Petrus Ferrandi ” is concerned, the oldest explicit 
and unequivocal reference to him is the testimony of Giles of Portugal 
(Giles of Santarem) (c. 1184/1190-1265), 30 who was beatified in 1748. He 
was a doctor (the Quaestiones super Viaticum Constantini 31 have been attrib¬ 
uted to him), and was the Provincial of the Order of Preachers in Spain 
for the periods 1233-1242 and 1244-1249. 32 His testimony is a letter sent 
to Humbert of Romanis, who was then the General Master, which was 
taken up by Gerard de Frachet in his Vitae Fratrum of 1258, in which he 
gives information about some figures in the Spanish province of the Order 
of Preachers who had recendy died. He mentions the names of Frater 
Petrus medicus, Frater Martinus conversus, Frater Dominicus conversus, Frater 
Ferdinandus , and Frater Petrus Ferrandi , all of whom, except Pedro Ferrando, 
belonged to the Portuguese Dominican communities of Santarem and Lisbon. 
Pedro Ferrando is also the only one whose complete name we are given. 
Regarding Pedro Ferrando, Giles of Santarem reports the following: 

i) Cum frater Petrus Ferrandi, 

ii) qui a puero in ordine sanctissime nutritus et doctus fuerat, 

iii) qui et vitam bead Dominici patris nostri descripsit, 

iv) doctor in multis locis, 

v) tandem apud Zamoram infirmaretur, 

vi) quidam devotus frater vidit ipsum supra montem altissimum stantem et faciem 
eius resplendentem ut sol, et a dextris et a sinistris duos iuvenes stantes splen- 
didos nimis. Cum autem sequenti die frater michi visionem hanc dixisset quam 
viderat, intellexi fratrem Petrum in proximo moriturum. Et cum venissem ad 
eum et sederem in lecto in quo ipse iacebat, [...], et quia virgo et doctor es 
eas beate virginis et Christi discipuli adiutorio acquisisti. Tunc rogavit me ut 


30 See Enciclopedia dei Santi/Bibliotheca Sanctorum , 3th ed., Roma 1995, 964-5. 

31 See Mary Frances Wack, Lovesickness in the Middle Ages. The Viaticum and its Commentaries , 
Philadelphia 1990. 

32 The Catalogus conventum et fratrum Provinciae Hispaniae Ordinis Praedicatorum, Anno 1970-71 
(Guadalajara, Editorial OPE), or the more recent Catalogo de los conventos, casas y religiosos 
de la Provincia de Espaha de la Orden de Predicadores, Anno 1993 (Salamanca 1992), give us the 
following sequence of Provincials of Spain: 1) 1221: Suero Gomez; 2) 1233: Giles of 
Santarem; 3) 1242: Dominic of Segovia; 4) 1244: Giles of Santarem; 5) 1249: Peter of 
Huesca; 6) 1252: Amaldo of Segarra. I do not know what the documentary basis for this 
chronology is, but it seems to raise some problems. As far as Giles of Santarem is con¬ 
cerned, he seems to be assigned more than the three four-year periods which were usu¬ 
ally the maximum in the Order of Preachers, which seems to indicate that there is some 
lacunae in this chronology. On the other hand, Quetif-Echard allots him the period 1249- 
1261, which is exactly three four-year periods, and seems to fit better with his role as cor¬ 
respondent of Humbert of Romanis (to whom he reports the death of Pedro Ferrando), 
but does not have any relationship to the officially accepted chronology. 
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fratres omnes ante eum vocarem. Quibus astantibus ait: Fratres non est ordo 
quem dominus tantum diligat [. . .] 
vii) Finitis hiis verbis coram cunctis fratribus obdormivit in domino. 33 

This text by Giles of Santarem, which Gerard de Frachet incorporated 
in the first edition of his Vitae Fratrum ,> was revised by Humbert of Romanis 
before it was officially propagated, who introduced the following change: 

iv) doctor in multis locis Hyspanie multis annis extiterat . 34 

This text from Giles of Santarem-Gerard de Frachet-Humbert of Romanis, 
which is the fundamental basis for all the later Dominican literary tra¬ 
dition surrounding the figure of Pedro Ferrando, gives us four significant 
pieces of information: that he was educated from childhood “in ordine ” 
(ii); that he “des crip sit ” a Vita beati Dominici (iii); that he was a doctor and 
taught in different places (iv and vi)—Humbert specified that he taught 
in Spain—; and that he fell ill and died in Zamora (v and vii). As we 
know the date at which Gerard de Frachet wrote his Vitae Fratrum , 1258, 
we can state that Pedro Ferrando must have died before that date. If, 
on the other hand, we take into consideration the fact that Gerard de 
Frachet received this information from the document sent by Giles of 
Santarem to Humbert of Romanis, and that Giles of Santarem informs 
from Portugal of the death of Pedro Ferrando as something that had 
happened some time before, it would seem clear that Pedro Ferrando’s 
death must have occurred some years previously. 

The testimonies concerning Pedro Ferrando provided by Giles of 
Santarem’s letter seem to be reliable; there is no doubt that they are the 
most trustworthy of all the accounts that have been handed down to us. 35 
However, these testimonies are not so precise and unequivocal as they 
might at first seem. The most exact and unambigous is that concerning 
the place of his death, Zamora, a name which could refer to the city of 
Zamora, or to the province or diocese of Zamora (an ambiguity which 
does not seem to be particularly important at the moment). Giles of 
Santarem does not tell us anything about the place where Pedro Ferrando 


33 See Tugwell 1999 [op. cit., above, n. 3), 103. I quote here the text provided by 
Tugwell, who takes into account manuscripts unknown to Laurent and which differs con¬ 
siderably from the text edited by him. 

34 See Tugwell 1999 (op. cit., above, n. 3), 104. 

35 In reality, the figure of Pedro Ferrando takes shape on the basis of these testimonies: 
our Pedro Ferrando is the member of the Order of Preachers whose death is reported in 
this text. 
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was buried, and no traces of his grave remain today. Regarding Zamora, 
it might be relevant to point out that it was part of the ancient Kingdom 
of Galicia, which with Asturias formed part of the Kingdom of Leon, 
and which, in turn, was integrated into the Kingdom of Castile at the 
end of 1230 under the reign of Ferdinand III the Saint. Therefore Zamora, 
from 1230 onwards, was at once Galicia, Leon and Castile, and the peo¬ 
ple of Zamora were Galicians, Leonese and Castilians. 

The testimonies referring to Pedro Ferrando’s activities, whether as a 
teacher in many places or as the biographer of St Dominic, present more 
serious difficulties for our present purposes. Giles of Santarem does not 
tell us anything about the places or the institutions (universities, schools 
belonging to orders or cathedrals, or royal schools) where Pedro Ferrando 
could have taught, nor does he provide any information which can enable 
us to identify the text of the Vita beati Dominici that he attributes to Pedro 
Ferrando. 

Looking at the places where Pedro Ferrando might have taught, the 
correction introduced by Humbert of Romanis adds the detail that he 
was a teacher “in multis locis Hyspaniae multis annis ”. Besides, in the six¬ 
teenth century, Hernando del Castillo introduced a further remark by 
saying that Pedro Ferrando (whom he calls Pedro Hernandez) “Leyo 
muchos anos en diversos conventos de Espana” (read for many years in 
different religious communities in Spain): 

i) Murio tambien el gran siervo de Dios fray Pedro Hernandez. 

ii) El qual entro en la orden muy nino. Y vivio en ella con grandissima sanctidad 

iv) Leyo muchos anos en diversos conventos de Espana. 

iii) Escrivio la vida de Sancto Domingo con mucha diligencia. Mas para traerla 
estampada en el alma, que para dexarla puesta en quademos. 

v) Siendo ya hombre de dias, y estando en el Convento de Qamora enfermo, 

vi) tuvo un sancto frayle que alii morava, esta revelacion. Vio a fray Pedro puesto 
en la cumbre de un monte alto, con el rostro mas resplandeciente que el sol, 
y hazianle compania dos hombres mo?os, de la mayor hermosura que podia 
ymaginarsse. [. . .] De ay a poco estando presente todo el convento, les dixo, 
lo mucho que Dios amava esta orden, y como queria ser en ella servido [.. .] 

vii) Y con esta serenidad partio al cielo. 

Y esto que escrevimos es traslado de una carta que el S. fray Gil escrivio al 
General Umberto, dandole cuenta del glorioso fin de fray Pedro Hernandez. 36 


36 Primera parte de la Historia General de Santo Domingo y de su Orden de Predicadores, Madrid 
1584, 314v. Leandro Alberti introduces a more generic and imprecise remark, saying that 
Pedro Ferrando “et litteras in pluribus Hispaniae gymnasiis docuerat.” (De viris illustribus 
Ordinis Praedicatorum libri sex, in mum congesti , Bononiae 1517, 188r). 
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It is necessary to ask as to the meaning of these observations, and to 
establish whether they had any grounds. It seems obvious that Hernando 
del Castillo’s testimony depends directly on that of Humbert of Romanis, 
and that the specific translation of “locis” as “conventos” is not based on 
any kind of complementary information which Hernando del Castillo (or 
any of his sources) might have had at his disposal. It seems to have been 
no more than a poetic licence in the face of a lack of precise informa¬ 
tion about his possible activity as a teacher at some university. Similarly, 
we must understand Hernando del Castillo’s testimonies that Pedro 
Ferrando “entro en la orden muy nino” (entered the order as a child), 
died “siendo ya hombre de dias” (well advanced in years) and died “en 
el Convento de Qamora” as further cases of poetic licences. 

As far as the remark added by Humbert of Romanis is concerned, 
Tugwell supposes that Humbert knew the geographical area in which 
Pedro Ferrando had exercised his teaching activities, and that this was 
what led him to introduce this detail in Giles of Santarem’s text. Tugwell 
interprets this remark as “restrictive” in function, that is, provided in 
order to exclude the possibility of his having taught outside Spain. 37 

In my view, Tugwell’s interpretation is highly problematic. The “only” 
change introduced by Humbert in Giles of Santarem’s text about Pedro 
Ferrando is this one about the places where he taught. Besides, it is very 
strange that someone who is supposed to have knowledge of the figure 
of Pedro Ferrando, who attributes a “ Legenda ” to a “ Petrus Hispanus ” 
(Leccionario Regensburg ), and who is himself the author of a Legenda Sancti 
Dominici (based on the Legenda prima) should not also have introduced some 
details concerning the “ Vita beati Dominici ” which Giles of Santarem attrib¬ 
utes to Pedro Ferrando. Humbert’s remark seems to spring not from his 
knowledge of Pedro Ferrando, but from his complete lack of knowledge: 
it was probably the lack of any other information about Pedro Ferrando 
(at least, under this name) which led Humbert to add the detail that 
Pedro Ferrando taught in Spain, since the only information he had at 
his disposal came from Spain. We can therefore conclude nothing about 
the places in which Pedro Ferrando taught. 

As far as the Vita beati Dominici which Pedro Ferrando “ descripsit ” is 
concerned, the use of the verb “ descripsif might indicate that this is not 
a completely original work, but rather an extract, compilation or transla¬ 
tion, written on the basis of some earlier work (although this is not 


37 See Tugwell 1999 (op. cit above, n. 3), 104. 
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particularly significant, as all the known biographies of St Dominic belong 
in this category). Bernard Gui in 1304 is the first person to give us the 
incipit of the “ Legenda' 5 attributed to Pedro Ferrando: “Beatus Dominicus 
adhuc puerulus sub nutricis custodia constitute” . 38 The testimonies of Taegio, 39 
Antonius Senensis, 40 Ambrosius Altamura 41 and many other historians of 
the Order of Preachers, direcdy or indirecdy, are based on Gui’s words. 

The incipit quoted by Bernard Gui does not correspond to the incipit 
of the Legenda prima , which doubdess constitutes a major difficulty for those 
who believe that the Legenda prima should be attributed to Pedro Ferrando. 
However, historians of the Order of Preachers agree unanimously that 
Bernard Gui did not have at his disposal any copy of the Legenda prima , 
and that therefore the incipit which he quotes is only a reconstruction put 
together by Gui himself, which is therefore quite unreliable. This opin¬ 
ion is supported by the clause “ incipit ut estimo ”, 42 by means of which Gui 
introduced this incipit to some of the later versions of his work, as well 
as by the lack of any reference to the Legenda of Pedro Ferrando in the 


38 See Tugwell 1998 [op. cit., above, n. 3), 106. 

39 “Frater Petrus Ferrandi, vir deo devotus, religione ac vite sanctitate insignis, in divi- 
nis scripturis satis eruditus et antiquitatum ordinis diligentissimus perscrutator, legendam 
bead Dominici compilavit, que incipit: ‘Beatus Dominicus adhuc puerulus sub nutricis cus¬ 
todia constitutus’. Hanc post eius canonizationem primum compilavit, quam capitulum 
generate postmodum approbavit. Chronicam etiam ordinis brevem tempore, quo beatus 
Dominicus primo Tholosam venit et hospitem suum hereticum convertit ad fidem, et finem 
facit in vita magistri Humberti anno domini 1254”, in: De insigniis , cod. Roma, Archivium 
Generate Ordinis Praedicatorum, XTV, 54, ff. 173v-174r (quoted by H. Ch. Scheeben, 
Petrus Ferrandi , in: Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, 2 (1932), 329-47, on p. 330). 

40 “Frater Petrus Ferdinandi Hispanus, ex regno Galliciae, vir pius et devotus, neque 
ineruditus, compilavit legendam B. Dominici patris nostri: quae incipit ‘Beatus Dominicus 
adhuc puerulus’. Chronicam etiam ord. scripsit, incipiendo a patre nostro Dominico usque 
ad vitam generalis Magistri Ord. Humberti. Claruisse videtur circa annum 1270”, in: 
Bibliotheca Fratrum Ordinis Praedicatorum, authore R. P. magistro Antonio Senensi, lusitano, eiusdem 
dominicanae familiae alumno , Paris 1585, 195. 

41 “Anno 1259. Petrus Hemandes, sive Ferdinandi vir aeque doctus, et probus, Hispanus, 
legit multos annos in diversis Conventibus Provinciae Hispaniae. Scripsit: Vitam Sanctissimi 
nostri Patriarchae Dominici, quae incipit ‘Beatus Dominicus adhuc puerulus’. Item scrip¬ 
sit Chronicon ordinis incipiendo a ss. Patre nostro Dominico usque ad vitam Generalis 
Mag. Ord. Humberti. Clarus miraculis volavit ad superos, anno 1259. Castillus 1. p., 
1, 2, c. 59. Huius meminerunt Lusitanus In Biblioth., Plodius p. 2, lib. 1, Martyrol. 
Dominic.”, in: Bibliothecae dominicanae, ad modum R. P. M. Ambrosio Altamura, Roma 1677, 16a. 

42 The clause “ incipit ut estimo ”, since it was introduced by Gui in a second redaction 
of his work, has been interpreted by Tugwell as an expression of doubt. But it could also 
be interpreted as an expression of a personal opinion, which was not based on earlier lit¬ 
erary sources, which would cancel out the value of this argument. I am grateful to Sten 
Ebbesen for his observations on the interpretation of this clause. 
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Legenda Sancti Dominici written by Gui himself. Indeed, these facts do not 
enable us to reject the attribution of the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando 
(in view of the important differences between the incipit quoted by Gui 
and the incipit of the Legenda prima), but they do not provide with any 
reasons supporting that attribution either. I shall discuss bellow some other 
aspects of Bernard Gui’s account. 

Finally, Giles of Santarem’s text which tells us that Pedro Ferrando “a 
puero in ordine sanctissime nutritus et doctus juerat ” also raises some questions. 
If the usual interpretation is accepted, according to which “in ordine ” 
means the Order of Preachers (an interpretation which may also give rise 
to doubts), this text would seem to refer to Pedro Ferrando’s entering 
the Order of Preachers, but Giles of Santarem does not tell us anything 
about the place and time of this event. Was it in Spain or outside Spain? 
In which year? If we suppose that he joined the Order of Preachers in 
Spain, then as the Order of Preachers was introduced to Spain in 1217, 
the literal interpretation of the expression “a puero ” would lead us to con¬ 
clude that Pedro Ferrando was born after 1200 (because if he had been 
over 17 he could no longer have been considered to be “ puer ”). Following 
this hypothesis, if we assume that Pedro Ferrando came into contact with 
the Order of Preachers immediately after its establishment in Spain, then 
he would have been 18 when St Dominic made his journey to Spain 
(1218); 21 when St Dominic died (1221); little more than 35 when, if we 
attribute the “Legenda prima ” to him, he wrote his “Vita beati Dominici ” 
(1235-1238); and, as we know that Pedro Ferrando died some years before 
1258, he must have been little over 55 when he died. There is nothing 
surprising about this chronology. But given the same assumptions, there 
would also be no reason to suppose that Pedro Ferrando did not accom¬ 
pany St Dominic at the end of his journey to Spain, and that he was 
not sent as “novice” (“ conversus ”) to Bologna to complete his studies there. 
We can therefore say nothing certain about the place in which Pedro 
Ferrando studied and began his teaching; and nothing about his life 
between his joining the Order of Preachers and his death in Zamora. 

According to Giles of Santarem’s testimony, there would also be no 
reason to rule out the possibility that Pedro Ferrando might have joined 
the Order of Preachers outside Spain, in the south of France, and that 
he could have belonged to the royal embassy presided over by Diego de 
Acevedo, Bishop of Osma (around 1203). In this case Pedro Ferrando 
would have had to have been bom before 1190, and could have joined 
the Order of Preachers between 1207 and 1216, even before the pontifical 
approval of the new order. This seems to be what Taegio maintains, 
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since he takes Pedro Ferrando to be one of the “Jratres, qui cum beato 
Dominico regulam beati Augustini Tholose elegerunt ”, 43 as does Barth, 44 who sug¬ 
gests that Pedro Ferrando might be the same as Pedro de Madrid, one 
of St Dominic’s earliest companions, a member of the first mission sent 
to Spain in 1217, and about whom no other information has been handed 
down to us. If this is the case, then it would no longer possible to think 
that Pedro Ferrando might be the same as the “ conversus ” (“novice”) sent 
by St Dominic to Bologna (as he would then have been over 28), but it 
would still be possible for Pedro Ferrando to have taken the Cistercian 
habit in the years preceding the papal approval of the Order of Preachers, 
as other companions of St Dominic did, and he could still be identified 
as the “conversus” (“monachus ”) sent by St Dominic to Bologna. 

In the light of the foregoing analysis, it seems that our knowledge of 
Pedro Ferrando (and of “Petrus Hispanus conversus ”), against Tugwell’s opin¬ 
ion, is not constructed on firm foundations. It would seem rather to be 
shrouded in vagueness and confusion. However, as far as Pedro Ferrando 
is concerned Tugwell not only uses the testimonies of Giles of Santarem 
and Humbert of Romanis, but also draws on the testimony of Bernard 
Gui who, in 1304, writing about the history of the biographies of St 
Dominic, presented Pedro Ferrando as “Hyspanus natione de Galexia”. Tugwell 
considers that Bernard Gui’s statement of the Galician origins of Pedro 
Ferrando 45 has its origins in some complementary source of information 
which is independent of Giles of Santarem’s testimony (which Gui must 
have heard from some Spanish Dominican), but he is not aware that as 
Zamora was an integral part of the ancient kingdom of Galicia, such a 
remark seems to be a mere geographical inference drawn from Giles of 
Santarem’s account, which provides no fresh information about the birth- 


43 See Scheeben 1932 {op. cit ., above, n. 39), 330. Scheeben rejects Taegio’s testimony 
because he thinks that the latter confused Pedro Ferrando with Pedro de Madrid, but 
Barth (see note 44) has suggested that this is not really a confusion, but that the two are 
really one and the same. 

44 “Hatte Petrus Ferrandi, der vielleicht mit dem in Libellus erwahnten Petrus Madritensis 
identisch ist, die Legende aus eigenem Antrieb verfafit, waren sicher mehr Einzelheiten 
aus der kastilischen und sudfranzosischen Zeit des hi. Dominikus zu erwarten gewesen”, 
H. M. Barth O.P., Die Dominikuslegende im ersten Lektionar Humberts von Romans (1246), in: 
Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, LTV (1984), 83-112, esp. 98. 

45 The testimony of Bernard Gui was also the source for the later testimonies which 
recognised the Galician origins of Pedro Ferrando. See A. Pardo Villar O.P., Noticias de 
algunos escritores dominicos gallegos, in: Cuademos de Estudios Gallegos, II (1946-1947), 461- 
476; Gran Enciclopedia Gallega XII, Santiago-Gijon 1974, 107. 
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place of Pedro Ferrando. Tugwell does not provide any other testimony 
referring explicitly to the figure of Pedro Ferrando. As a result of all this, 
we can say nothing with any degree of certainty about the birthplace of 
Pedro Ferrando on the basis of Giles of Santarem and Bernard Gui’s tes¬ 
timonies. There is nothing to rule out the possibility that he might have 
been “ de Stella oriundus ”. Nor is there anything certain to be said about 
the date and place of his entry into the Order of Preachers, the places 
where he may have taught, or the Vita beati Dominici which Giles of 
Santarem attributes to him. 

None the less, the works of Giles of Santarem or Bernard Gui are not 
the only sources which refer to Pedro Ferrando. It would be useful now 
to examine the other testimonies concerning his figure before looking in 
greater detail at the question as to whether Pedro Ferrando wrote the 
Legenda prima. 

When we want to go beyond the testimonies of Giles of Santarem- 
Gerard de Frachet-Humbert of Romanis on the one hand, and Bernard 
Gui on the other, in search of new information about Pedro Ferrando, 
in order to reconstruct his biography more precisely, we run into three 
difficulties. On the one hand, the best-known histories of the Order of 
Preachers confine themselves to reworking, 46 with a greater or lesser degree 
of licence, the testimonies of these earlier writers, and are unreliable. We 
have already examined the testimony of Hernando del Castillo, who 
reworked Gerard de Frachet’s text quite freely, but failed to provide any 
additional updates that are significant or reliable. The same can be said 
of many other histories like, for example, the Historia eclesiastica de todos 
los santos de Espana (Cuenca 1596) by Juan de Marieta: 

83. Fray Pedro Hernandez, de la provincia de Castilla, natural de las montanas de 
Galicia, hombre muy docto y muy santo, y fue de los primeros padres de la orden, 
porque florecio por los anos de mil y doscientos y setenta, y dejo escrita la vida de 
nuestro padre Sto. Domingo, y una cronica breve de la Orden hasta su tiempo (Libro 
XIII, p. 209v). 

This testimony by Juan de Marieta seems to be the product of an eclec¬ 
tic reworking of the testimonies of Giles of Santarem, Bernard Gui, 


46 Gerard de Frachet’s work was the source for Johannes Meyer’s testimony in his De 
Viris Illustribus Ordinis Praedicatorum (ed. P. von Loe, Quellen und Forschungen zur Geschichte 
des Dominikanerordens in Deutschland, Leipzig 1918), 33-4: “61. Petrus Hyspanus, virgo 
a nativitate, a puericia in ordine predicatorum sanctissime nutritus fuit et doctor in diver- 
sis locis et multis extitit et multa volumina descripsit. Tandem apparente sibi beata vir- 
gine et sancto Johanne ewangelista coram cunctis fratribus conventus Zamorensis obdormivit 
in domino.” I owe my knowledge of this text to Simon Tugwell. 
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Ambrosio Taegio 47 and Anthony of Sena. 48 From Giles of Santarem’s text 
on the death of Pedro Ferrando in Zamora Marieta infers that he belonged 
to the province of Castile, while from Bernard Gui he infers that Pedro 
Ferrando was “bom in the mountains of Galicia”. On the basis of Taegio’s 
account (or some related work), Pedro Ferrando is presented by Marieta 
as one of “los primeros padres de la Orden”, the author of a “cronica 
breve de la Orden”. 49 Anthony of Sena seems to have provided the date 
of Pedro Ferrando’s “floruit”, “por los anos de mil y doscientos y setenta”. 
This analysis makes it clear that Juan de Marieta did not have at his 
disposal any information over and above what was in the earlier literary 
sources, which he merely combined and rewrote. The same could be said 
of many other texts concerning Pedro Ferrando, which depend entirely 
on the literary traditions deriving from the work of Giles of Santarem- 
Gerard de Frachet-Humbert of Romanis. 

The second problem which lies in our way when we try to go beyond 
these first testimonies is the fact that in the Spain of the twelfth to four¬ 
teenth century, the name “ Petrus Ferrandi ” (Pedro Fernandez, Pedro 
Hernandez) is very common, which means that great caution should be 
exercised when using any testimony concerning a “Petrus Ferrandi ” where 
the dependence on or relation to the testimony of Giles of Santarem is 
not explicit. So, for example, we often find the signature of a “Petrus 
Ferrandi merinus maior (or merinus regis) in Castella ” in documents connected 
with the court of the kings Alfonso VIII and Henry I of Castile between 
1211 and 1214, as well as references to a Pedro Fernandez who is “maestre 
de la Orden de Santiago”, who cannot apparently be identified with our 
Pedro Ferrando. 50 

Finally, the opposite problem also besets our investigations, that is, the 
great variety of names that different authors have used (or might have 
used) to refer to our “Petrus Ferrandi ”, ranging from the most trivial vari¬ 
ants (like “Petrus Ferdinandi ”, Pedro Fernandez and Pedro Hernandez, used 
by Anthony of Sena, Hernando del Castillo and Juan de Marieta), to 
others that are far from trivial (like the generic names “Petrus Hispanus”, 
“Pedro Espanol”, or the more specific “Petrus Hispanus conversus” or Peter 


47 See note 39. 

48 See note 40. 

49 See notes 39 to 41. 

50 See Julio Gonzalez, El Reino de Castilla en la epoca de Alfonso VIII , Madrid 1960, vol. 

Ill, 936-7. 
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of Madrid), and which can only be linked hypothetically with our Pedro 
Ferrando. Even the most trivial variants have given rise to certain con¬ 
fusion, as in the case of Hernando del Castillo, who, when declaring the 
sources used in writing his Primera parte de la Historia General de Santo Domingo 
y de su Orden de Predicadores , stated: 

Que aunque escrivieron cronicas de la orden F. Juan Colona, F. Ambrosio de Milan, 
F. Bernardo de Castris sancti Vincentii, F. Galvan de Fiamma Milanes, F. Geronymo 
de Bononia, F. Leandro de Bononia. Y de la vida del bienaventurado Sancto Domingo 
F. Juan Hispano, F. Pedro Fernandez , T. Thomas de Senis, F. Conrrado Provincial de 
Germania, y F. Iustino: pero parece que de proposito escrevian ninerias, callando lo 
que haze mas al caso, y haziendole de milagros y cuentos, que para loa de los 
Sanctos bastan pocos: y para imitarlos, no es menester ninguno. 

In this passage, Hernando del Castillo seems to strip Pedro Fernandez’s 
“ Vita beati Dominici” of its authority, along with other biographies of St 
Dominic and other famous histories of the Order of Preachers. He seems 
to take Pedro Fernandez as being different from Pedro Hernandez, as 
the following two statements do not seem to be comprehensible as refer¬ 
ring to the work of one and the same person: “de proposito escrevian 
ninerias, callando lo que haze mas al caso”, and “Escrivio la vida de 
Sancto Domingo con mucha diligencia. Mas para traerla estampada en 
el alma que para dexarla puesta en quadernos”. 

Proceeding with due caution, and leaving aside for the moment the 
question of their reliability, I think that it is necessary to take into con¬ 
sideration at least five complementary testimonies to those contributed by 
Tugwell: the Acts of the Provincial Chapter of Toledo (1250); the testi¬ 
mony of Quetif-Echard concerning the relations between Etienne de 
Bourbon and Pedro Ferrando; manuscript 846 of the Library of the 
University of Leipzig; manuscript 31 in the Provincial Public Library of 
Tarragona; and the work of Ambrosio Taegio. 

The Acts of the Provincial Chapter of Toledo in 1250, which I quoted 
in my previous article, 51 mention a “ Petrus Ferrandi ” who resided at that 
time in the Dominican Priory at Toledo, which was assigned to the new 
Priory in Seville. If we take into account the fact that Ferdinand Ill’s 
entry into Seville, which was the culmination of his reign, took place in 
22 December 1248, and that Toledo was home to the court, where the 
campaigns for the reconquest of Murcia, Jaen, etc. were prepared between 
1243 and 1245, this document suggests a certain parallel between the 


51 d’Ors 2001 (op. cit., above, n. 1), 211. 
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itinerary of this “Petrus Ferrandi ” and the itinerary of the Reconquest, as 
well as a possible connection of this “ Petrus Ferrandi ” with the court and 
the person of Ferdinand III the Holy, and his son Alfonso, the future 
Alfonso X the Wise, and Rodrigo Ximenez de Rada, Archbishop of 
Toledo. The date of this General Chapter, and the fact that this “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ” belonged to the Order of Preachers, make it possible to think 
that this “ Petrus Ferrandi ” could be our Pedro Ferrando. 52 If we accept 
this hypothesis, Pedro Ferrando would seem to have a very similar profile 
to the one which the analysis of the example of “ exemplum ” seems to 
require for the “ auctor Summularum ”, 53 

As far as the testimony of Quetif-Echard 54 is concerned, Etienne de 
Bourbon 55 (| c. 1261) is said to have had a personal connection with a 
certain “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, who they also think worked with St Dominic in 
the south of France and later became Provincial of Spain. Lecoy de la 
Marche, in the “Introduction” to his edition of the work of Etienne de 
Bourbon, repeats these assertions. 56 I am unaware of the source of these 
claims (the first part of which seems to be build on Taegio’s grounds), 
since although Etienne de Bourbon’s work actually does refer in various 
places to a “ 'frater Petrus Flispanus” , 57 it does not provide us with any infor¬ 
mation that could enable us to identify him with "Petrus Ferrandi ”. Nor 
does the testimony of Quetif-Echard relate this “ Petrus Ferrandi ” explicitly 
to our Pedro Ferrando, but there is no reason to rule out their being 
the same person. Regarding his position as Provincial of Spain, the official 
catalogue of the earliest Provincials of Spain does not include his name, 58 


52 A. Pardo Villar assumes that both are the same Pedro Ferrando. See A. Pardo Villar 
O.P., Noticias de algunos escritores dominicos gallegos , in: Cuademos de Estudios Gallegos, II 
(1946-47), 461. 

53 d’Ors 2001 (op. cit. , above, n. 1), 243-8. 

54 “Clarissimos suae aetatis seu in ordine seu in seculo viros cognovit, ac cum eis famil- 
iariter conversatus est, multaque de iis narrat, quae historiam eius seculi ilustrare possunt. 
In ordine quidem eos vidit, qui S. Dominici in terris Albigensium praedicantis adjutores 
fuerunt: nostros Matthaeum primum priorem Parisiensem, Reginaldum Aurelianensem, 
Jordanum magistrum ordinis II, [...] Dominicum Hispanum S. Dominici socium virum 
eximiae sanctitatis, Petrum Ferrandi Hispaniae aliquando provincialem, Humbertum ma¬ 
gistrum ordinis V,.. .”, Scriptores Ordinis Praedicatorum I, 184. 

55 A. Lecoy de la Marche, Anecdotes historiques, legendes et apologues tires du recueil inedit 
d’Etienne de Bourbon, dominicain du XIIV siecle, Paris 1877. 

56 Lecoy de la Marche 1877 (op. cit., above, n. 55), xi. 

57 “Audivi a quodam sancto viro fratre P[etro], Hispano dicto,. . “Audivi a quodam 
fratre P. Hispano. ..”, Lecoy de la Marche 1877 (op. cit., above, n. 55), 217 and 349. 

58 See note 32. 
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but as I have said before (see note 32), this catalogue seems to contain 
some lacunae, wherefore this claim cannot be disqualified. 

Quetif-Echard’s testimony is thus fraught with difficulty, and does not 
enable us to draw any secure conclusions. We do not know why the 
“ Petrus Hispanus” whom Etienne de Boubon knew is identified with “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ”, or if this is or is not our Pedro Ferrando. Nor is it known what 
the grounds are for considering the latter to be a companion of St Dominic 
and Provincial of Spain. At least, however, we can state that there was 
a “ Petrus Hispanus” who was active in the south of France, and whom 
Quetif-Echard could relate to a “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, who was first a com¬ 
panion of St Dominic and later Provincial of Spain, and that this does 
not come into conflict with any of the things we know about our Pedro 
Ferrando or the “ auctor Summularum ”. 

If we look at the assertion that this “ Petrus Ferrandi” was a companion 
of St Dominic, the figure of Peter of Madrid comes to mind (who was 
a member of that royal embassy presided over by Diego of Osma which 
took St Dominic to the south of France), as does the “ Petrus Hispanus con¬ 
verse” in Milan (whom Galvano described as “Bead Dominici socius ”). If, 
on the other hand, we focus on his rank as Provincial of Spain, we are 
led to think of Peter of Huesca (1249-1252), 59 the only Provincial of Spain 
we know of named “Pedro”. The appearance of Peter of Huesca on the 
scene entangles us in further difficulties and problems. This Peter’s link 
with Huesca brings us back to the eminent “ Petrus Alfonsi” of the twelfth 
century who was baptised in that city, and who might lie at the root of 
the (in this case, erroneous) attribution of the “ Summulae” to u Petrus Alfonsi ”. 
We also know of his link with Giles of Santarem (the author of the first 
information about the life of Pedro Ferrando), whom he visited in the 
Dominican Priory of Santarem during the years in which he was Provincial. 60 
Should this “ Petrus Ferrandi” be identified with Peter of Huesca (or at 
least, ought we to assume that Quetif-Echard confused the two), or would 
it be more accurate to suppose that “ Petrus Ferrandi” was also Provincial, 
even though his name is not in the official catalogue of Provincials of 
Spain? 


59 See note 32. 

60 Hernando del Castillo, when reporting the miraculous events surrounding the life of 
Giles of Santarem, tells us of this visit: “Y uno de estos que dudavan fue fray Pedro 
Hostense Provincial de la Provincia de Espana, que llegando a Sanctarem con desseo de 
ver este prodigio, hallo a los frayles llenos dello: y llanos por averlo visto. Mas el porfiava 
en no admitir otros testigos, sino a sus propios ojos y manos como sancto Thomas hizo 
con las llagas del Senor” (p. 349va). 
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If, finally, we go directly to Etienne de Bourbon’s testimony, he tells 
us only of a “ Petrus Hispanus”, without specifying further, whom he describes 
as a “saindy man”. The only thing that can be deduced with any degree 
of certainty from this account is that this “ Petrus Hispanus ” was active, for 
at least part of his life, in the south of France, which leads us to think 
of the “magister Petrus , qui erat rector scholarum Burdegalis ”, or perhaps, of the 
other “ Petrus Hispanus ” mentioned by Bernard Gui 61 in the context of 
Stephanus of Alvemhatz, the seventh Provincial Prior of Provence (1249), 
and the predecessor of Gerard de Frachet. His reputation for sanctity, 
on the other hand, also recalls the unknown “Fray Pedro Espanol”, whose 
miracles are mentioned by Thomas de Cantimpre, and whom some his¬ 
torians of the Order of Preachers identify with Peter of Madrid, and state 
to have died in 1244. 62 If these testimonies were reliable, we would at 
least be able to distinguish Fray Pedro Espanol (= Peter of Madrid, d. 
1244) from Pedro Ferrando (d. c. 1258), but unfortunately these authors 
present their accounts with a shadow of doubt. On the other hand, Pedro 
Ferrando has also on occasions been held to have a reputation for sanc¬ 
tity, 63 and so no conclusions can be drawn in this respect. We lack sufficient 
information to determine whether or not there was a Pedro Ferrando 
who was Provincial of Spain, or to disentangle the relations between this 
“Petrus Hispanus ” known to Etienne de Bourbon, and Peter of Madrid, 
Fray Pedro Espanol, Peter of Huesca, our own Pedro Ferrando, and still 
less, the “ auctor Summularum”. 

Thirdly, in manuscript 846 of the Library of the University of Leipzig 
(fourteenth century), we read: 


61 “Inde vero post terminationem capituli veniens Carcassonam, dum esset in loco qui 
dicitur Escalas, inopinato casu cecidit, et fuit laesus graviter in brachio & in crure; ideo 
transmisit fratrem Petrum Hispani cum fratre Stephano Benedicti ad magistrum ordinis 
fratrem Johannem Theutonicum, qui in partibus Theutoniae tunc agebat, pro absolutione 
a provincialatus labore & onere obtinenda; fuitque absolutus per litteram ante capitulum 
gene rale.”, Martene-Durand, Veterum scriptorum et monumentomm , vol. VI, 422. 

62 “Algunos quieren dezir, que este Fray Pedro fue el Companero de Santo Domingo, 
que embio desde Tolosa, a Espana con otros tres Companeros. Y fue el que fundo en 
Madrid el primer Convento. Y el que cuydo de el Monasterio de las Monjas de Santo 
Domingo el Real, y se llamo Fray Pedro Madin. Fray Serafino, da por hecho, el que fue este 
Pedro , de quien habla Cantiprato, Fray Pedro Madin. Pero todo esto esta en duda. Y el Maestro 
Maboenda , no pudo deslindarla. Con que solo hablamos de este Fray Pedro incognomi- 
nato”, Juan de Sarabia y Lezana, Annates de la Sagrada Religion de Sto. Domingo , t. II, Madrid, 
1709, 41b. 

63 According to the testimony of Ambrose of Altamura, “Clams miraculis volavit ad 
superos, anno 1259” (see note 41). See also note 39. 
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Incipit prologus primus reverendi patris necnon eximii magistri Petri Ferrandi in legendam bead 
Dominici patriarche et primi jundatoris sacri ordinis fratrum Praedicatorum. In summa de vita et 
obitu necnon et miraculis beati Dominici patris nostri edita per (cetera desunt). 64 

This text, which is of great importance given that it is the only one in 
which the name of “ Petrus Ferrandi ” appears in the framework of the man¬ 
uscript tradition of the “ Legendad\ presents “Petrus Ferrandi ” as the author 
of a Legenda Sancti Dominici (the lost text of which is unknown), but also 
as “eximius magutey”, a statement which leads us beyond the “doctor in mul- 
tis locis (Hyspanie multis annis extiterat)” of Giles of Santarem-Gerard de 
Frachet-Humbert of Romanis, and which enables us to think that the 
teaching activities of Pedro Ferrando went beyond the borders of Spain. 
I shall return to this testimony when discussing the problem of the attri¬ 
bution of the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando, but the description of 
Pedro Ferrando as “eximius magister^ seems to suggest that some written 
work other than the Legenda should be attributed to him, to justify his 
reputation as magister. 

Fourthly, manuscript 31 of the Provincial Public Library of Tarragona, 
which dates from the fourteenth century, contains a copy of the gram¬ 
matical Summa Absoluta cuiuslibet , 65 which is attributed in some manuscripts 
to “Petrus Helie ”, but which is now recognised as the work of “Petrus 
Hispanus (non papa)”, 66 and which is catalogued in this library as the work 
of “Petrus Ferrandus ” on the basis of a note written by a later hand in the 
upper margin of the page which states clearly “Incipit suma magistri petri ”, 


64 H. Ch. Scheeben, Notae et additiones ad legendas S. Dominici aliorumque virorum clarissimo- 
rum Ord. Praed. saec. XIII , in: A.S.O.P. XVII, an. XXXIII (1925) et an. XXXIV (1926), 
Roma, pp. 681-710 (p. 681, n. 1). 

65 At present 15 manuscripts of this grammatical summa are known, which handles 
books XVII and XVIII of Priscian’s Institutiones grammaticae (.Priscianus minor), and is also 
called Summa super librum Prisciani de constructione or Summa in artem grammaticam. This Summa 
has been edited by C. H. Kneepkens, Het iudicium constructions. Het Leerstuk van de Constructio 
in de 2de Helji van de 12de Eeuw, vol IV: Werkuitgave van Petrus Hispanus 3 Summa ‘absoluta cuius- 
libet\ Nijmegen 1987. 

66 See R. W. Hunt, \Absoluta’. The ‘Summa’ of Petrus Hispanus on Priscianus 'Minor’, in: 
Historiography Linguistica, II/1 (1975), 1-23; C. H. Kneepkens, Het iudicium constructions. 
Het Leerstuk van de Constructio in de 2de Heft van de 12de Eeuw, vol. I, Een Verkennende en inlei- 
dende Studie, Nijmege 1987, 515-32; C. H. Kneepkens, The absoluta cuiuslibet attributed to 
P. H. Some notes on its transmission and the use made of it by Robert Kilwarby and Roger Bacon , in: 
I. Angelelli and P. Perez-Ilzarbe (eds), Medieval and Renaissance Logic in Spain, Hildesheim- 
Ziirich-New York 2000, 373-402. Hunt has attributed to this “Petrus Hispanus (non papa)” 
the grammatical summa Strenuum negotiatorem [Summa super Priscianum maior, books I to XVI 
of the Institutiones grammaticae), although for doctrinal reasons, C. H. Kneepkens has argued 
against this attribution (see Kneepkens 1987, I, 524-5). 
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but to which later hands have added, first, a word which is hard to read, 
but which could be read as “ Ferrandi ”, and also, on top of this, “ Helias ”. 
R. W. Hunt dated this work to the last quarter of the twelfth century, 
although C. H. Kneepkens seems to admit that it could have been writ¬ 
ten at the beginning of the thirteenth century. This “Petrus Hispanus (non 
papa)” might perhaps be identified with a Pedro Espanol who, in 1213, 
entered as a monk in the Monastery of St Martial in Limoges. 67 

Although the reading of the name “ Ferrandi ” in this Tarragona man¬ 
uscript is not clear, and it is the work of a later hand, the date 1213 
leads us to think immediately of St Dominic and the people who worked 
with him in the south of France in the years just before the founding of 
the Order of Preachers. The relation between this “Petrus Hispanus (non 
papa)” and our Pedro Ferrando is highly hypothetical and problematic. 
However, if we take into account the close relations between St Dominic’s 
companions and the Cistercian monks in the years immediately preced¬ 
ing the founding of the Order of Preachers, and, in the light of this, we 
look into the figures of Peter of Madrid (who worked with St Dominic 
in the south of France until 1217, and whose relationship to Pedro 
Ferrando is not clear), and “Peter the Grammarian” (a master at the 
University of Palencia in the first decades of the thirteenth century), 68 we 
cannot rule out the possibility that they could be one and the same. 69 

Finally, Ambrosio Taegio 70 and, probably building on him, Anthony 
of Sena, Juan de Marieta, Ambrosio Altamura and many other histori¬ 
ans of the Order of Preachers, attribute to Pedro Ferrando both a Vita 


67 “Hoc anno [1213] fecimus monachum magistrum Petrum l’Espanol sacerdotem pro 
amore dei, et conventus administravit ei vestimenta tam in lecto quam in dorso, et ipse 
nobis dedit tres libellos, scilicet Artem praedicandi, Decretales Iuste iudicate, et quandam 
Summam super decretales” (Bernard Itier, see H. Duples-Agier, Chronique de Saint-Martial 
de Limoges , publiee d’apres les manuscripts originaux pour la Societe de Vhistoire de France , 1825-1891 
(1874), Paris 1874, 90 and 337). The identification of this Peter of Spain with the “ Petrus 
Hispanus ” who wrote the Absoluta cuiuslibet has been suggested on the only basis of the exis¬ 
tence of a copy of this Absoluta in St Martial (Paris, BnF, lat. 5505). This copy seems to 
have been made before 1213, which raises some doubts about this identification. However, 
given that this Peter of Spain already figures at this date as a master and priest, and prob¬ 
ably had some contact with St Martial before he entered as a monk in 1213, it seems 
quite likely that the two were the same person. 

68 See d’Ors 2001 [op. cit., above, n. 1), 246-7, notes 67 and 68. 

69 This “ Petrus Hispanus ” has been identified as “ Petrus Hispanus (non papa)” for strictly 
chronological reasons which made it impossible for him to be identified with Pope John 
XXI; I know of no doctrinal reasons that enable us to rule out the identification of the 
author of this grammatical work with the “ auctor Summularum”. 

70 See note 39. 
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bead Dominici and a Chronica of the Order. Van Ortroy and Scheeben 
accepted the attribution of this Chronica to Pedro Ferrando, although 
Tugwell regards it as impossible. 71 

These are all the testimonies I know which refer explicitly to “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ”. None of these testimonies enable us to reach any conclusions 
about the relationship between our Pedro Ferrando and “ Petrus Hispanus ”, 
“Peter of Madrid”, “ Petrus Hispanus conversus'\ “Peter of Huesca”, “ Petrus 
Alfonsi ”, “Fray Pedro Espanol”, or “ Petrus Hispanus (non papa)”. It is 
scarcely credible that all these names should belong to one person. But 
they are names of people whose biographies are very close, and who 
have sometimes been confused, and who are hard to distinguish on the 
basis of the information available so far. It is also probable that these 
names did not all belong to different people. But we shall have to find 
other ways of unravelling this knotty problem. 

c) The “Leyenda castellana” of St Dominic 

In the Convent of Dominican nuns of Santo Domingo el Real in Madrid, 
a miscellaneous fourteenth-century codex is preserved consisting of 246 
folios (3 lost) which include various Castilian texts about St Dominic 
Guzman, St Thomas Aquinas and St Peter Martyr. There are five texts 
referring to St Dominic: i) Life of St Dominic (lr-34v); ii) Sr Cecilia’s 
account of the miracles of St Dominic (37r-50r), iii) Declarations by the 
witnesses in St Dominic’s canonisation process (50v-78v), iv) The Nine 
Ways of Prayer of Saint Dominic (79r-87v), and v) continuation of the 
Life of St Dominic—miracles of St Dominic—(87v-98v). 

No other ancient manuscript of this Life of St Dominic is known, 
although in the Archive of the Order of Preachers in Rome a partial 
copy of this codex is preserved, dated 1739 and with the catalogue num¬ 
ber X.982. In 1899, J. P. Mothon published some fragments of the Life 
of St Dominic from this manuscript. 72 In 1925, L. A. Getino published 
the text of this Life of St Dominic. 73 Then in 1985, Maria Teresa Barbadillo 
de la Fuente published a critical edition of this text. 74 


71 S. Tugwell 1999 {op. cit., above, n. 3), 109, n. 20. 

72 A.S.O.P. IV, 1899-1900, 361-9. 

73 Origen del Rosario y Leyendas castellanas del siglo XIII sobre Sto. Domingo de Guzman , Vergara 
1925, 99-149 and 217-25. 

74 Vida de Santo Domingo. Ediciony estudio, 2 vols., Madrid 1985. I am grateful to Nicasio 
Salvador Miguel, thanks to whom I learnt about the existence of this edition. 
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In this codex from Santo Domingo el Real, the Life of St Dominic is 
conserved without a title, as an anonymous work. It was L. A. Getino, 
who considered it to be an original composition predating the Legenda 
prima and the first text in Castilian prose, who first attributed it to Pedro 
Ferrando. Textual analyses carried out on this “Leyenda castellana” by 
Manning, 75 Barbadillo and Tugwell, 76 have shown that the set of thesis 
hold by Getino is untenable. The palaeographic and linguistic analyses 
performed by Barbadillo have shown that this text was copied and writ¬ 
ten in the fourteenth century, probably in the second half of the century, 
and that, accordingly, “this” Castilian text can neither predate the Legenda 
prima nor be the work of Pedro Ferrando. On the other hand, the analy¬ 
sis of the relations between this “Leyenda castellana” and other “ Legendae” 
of St Dominic has shown that this text is closer to Humbert of Romanis 5 
Legenda than to the Legenda prima (and closer to the second redaction of 
the Legenda prima than the first), and that it has a certain relationship to 
the Legenda Aurea of Jacobus de Voragine and I Fioretti di San Francesco , all 
of which would seem to confirm that the “Leyenda castellana” cannot 
predate the Legenda prima. 

These analyses therefore provide sufficient reasons to reject two of 
Getino’s theses: we are not looking at the first text of Castilian prose, 
and nor is this a Life of St Dominic dating from before the Legenda prima. 
But is there any reason to reject Getino’s third thesis? Do we have any 
reason to state that this is not the Vita beati Dominici which Giles of 
Santarem attributes to Pedro Ferrando? 

It seems certain that Pedro Ferrando was not the author of the Castilian 
text conserved in the Convent of Santo Domingo el Real in Madrid, but 
this Castilian text does not seem to be an original composition. It is 
rather, like the other texts preserved in this codex, a literal translation of 
an earlier Latin “Legenda”. It is certainly not a translation of the “ Legenda 
prima” or any other known Latin “Legenda”. It therefore seems that there 
was once another Latin “ Legenda ”, now lost, that was distinct from all 
those known today. Regarding the dating of this lost “ Legenda ”, the 
conclusions drawn from the analyses of the “Leyenda castellana” which 


75 W. F. Manning, An old Spanish life of Saint Dominic: Sources and Date , in: U. T. Holmes 
and A. T. Denomy (eds), Medieval Studies in Honor of Jeremiah Denis Matthias Ford, Cambridge 
Mass. 1948, 139-58. 

76 S. Tugwell 1999 (op. cit., above, n. 3), 107-11. 



PETRUS HISPANUS O.P., AUGTOR SUMMULARUM (III) 


285 


led us to regard it as late fourteenth century are, in this case, quite 
useless. 

As I have already indicated, the analyses of the text of the “Leyenda 
castellana” have brought out its close relationship with the Legenda by 
Humbert of Romanis, the Legenda Aurea of Jacobus de Voragine, and I 
Fioretti di San Francesco (although no Latin antecedent is known for two of 
its chapters). However, as Tugwell has pointed out, 77 in some of its chapters 
this “Leyenda castellana” relies more directly on the second redaction of 
the Legenda prima or the Libellus by Jordan of Saxony (and, according to 
Altaner, 78 also the Legenda by Constantine of Orvieto) than on Humbert’s 
Legenda. Use of these early sources to write a Life of St Dominic at some 
date after 1260, that is, after the approval and recommendation of 
Humbert’s Legenda as the only “ Legenda ”, is somewhat strange and sur¬ 
prising. Might it not be the case that, defying the widely accepted opin¬ 
ion, the Latin original of this “Leyenda castellana” were not a sequel of 
Humbert’s Legenda , of the Legenda Aurea or of I Fioretti di San Francesco , but 
the actual original source from which these texts draw? 

Dominican tradition has always regarded Humbert’s Legenda as a work 
deriving from the earlier “ Legendae ” plus a few additions. However, 
Humbert’s Legenda contains highly significant new features in comparison 
with the Legenda prima or the Legenda of Constantine of Orvieto, and which 
cannot be regarded as mere additions, since they constitute genuine 
rectifications of the earlier “ Legendae ”, in which Humbert’s Legenda coin¬ 
cides with the “Leyenda castellana” (and therefore with the Latin origi¬ 
nal of this text), and such changes would be hard to explain in the work 
of an author who had not directly witnessed the events he is reporting. 
The attribution of the founding of Prouille to St Dominic, rather than 
to Diego of Osma, and the reference to Montreal rather than Fanjeaux 
as the site of the miracle in which St Dominic’s text was rescued from 
the bonfire, are the most significant differences. Might this lost Latin 
“Legenda ” not have been the source which Humbert of Romanis used? 
This is a daring hypothesis which calls for further research; but as yet I 
know of no reason to reject it. If the Latin original of the “Leyenda 
castellana” depends on Humbert’s Legenda , on the Legenda Aurea and on / 
Fioretti di San Francesco , then this text has to be dated to the fourteenth 


77 S. Tugwell 1999 (op. cit., above, n. 3), 109-11. 

78 See Manning 1948 (op. cit ., above, n. 75), 143. 
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century and can therefore not have been written by Pedro Ferrando. 
However, if it is the source of these works, its dating must be from 1240 
to 1260, and Pedro Ferrando could have been its author. 

d) “Legendae Sancti Dominici” 

As I indicated above, the attribution of the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando 
is a consequence of Van Ortroy’s research into the manuscript tradition 
of the Legenda prima, , on the one hand, and the history of the biographies 
of St Dominic, on the other. Let us now turn to Van Ortroy’s analy¬ 
ses of this history of the biographies of St Dominic. Before embarking 
on this, it would be useful to weigh up the results that we have achieved 
so far. 

The foregoing sections examined the problems surrounding the Legenda 
prima , “Petms Ferrandi ” and the “Leyenda castellana”. Our analyses of the 
Legenda prima enabled us to conclude that this Legenda depends direcdy on 
Jordan of Saxony’s Libellus , that it was written between 1236 and 1239, 
and that it can be attributed to a “ Petrus Hispanus ” (whose identity is 
uncertain). 

Our analyses of “ Petrus Ferrandi ” allowed us to conclude that he died 
in Zamora, that he taught in various places, and that he was the author 
of a Vita beati Dominici (the text of which cannot be identified with cer¬ 
tainty, but which, according to the testimony of the Leipzig manuscript, 
seems to belong to the tradition of the “Legendae”). It seems possible that 
Pedro Ferrando could have been one of St Dominic’s early companions 
and one of the first Provincials of Spain, that he exercised his magis- 
terium in Toledo and Seville (among other places), and was close to the 
court of Kings Ferdinand III the Holy and Alfonso X. And it seems not 
impossible that he might have taken the Cistercian habit before the Order 
of Preachers was founded, that he resided in Bologna at the time when 
the Order was being introduced to Italy, or that he wrote the Summa 
of grammar “Absoluta cuiuslibet”. 

Finally, our analyses of the “Leyenda castellana” suggest that a Latin 
Legenda existed, now lost, which was closely related to Humbert of Romanis’ 
Legenda (and also to the second redaction of the Legenda prima), which 
might well have been written between 1240 and 1260, and which could 
have been Humbert’s source for his Legenda. 

To sum up, we can say that we know of two different Latin “ Legendae ” 
(the Legenda prima and the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana”), and 
two authors named “Petrus” (“ Petrus Hispanus ”, to whom the Regensburg 
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Lectionary attributes the Legenda prima , and “ Petrus Ferrandi”, to whom Giles 
of Santarem attributes an unspecified Vita beati Dominici ), and that the 
problem can be set in the following terms: Can we identify “ Petrus Ferrandi” 
with “ Petrus Hispanus”, and attribute the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando? 
Or ought we to assume that “ Petrus Ferrandi” is different from “ Petrus 
Hispanus”, and that "Petrus Hispanus” is the author of the Legenda prima 
and “ Petrus Ferrandi” the author of the Latin original of the “Leyenda 
castellana”? 

The knowledge of this “ Petrus Hispanus”, to whom the Legenda prima is 
attributed, is probably what led Luis of Valladolid to attribute a Hystoria 
beati Dominici to the “ auctor Summularum” (the "Petrus Alfonsi” to whom 
another Dominican tradition refers), and so the same problem can be set 
in the following terms. With whom should "Petrus Hispanus”, the author 
of the Legenda prima , be identified—with "Petrus Ferrandi” or with "Petrus 
Alfonsi, auctor Summularum”? In my view, as I have tried to show through 
the foregoing study, we lack sufficient information to give a definitive 
answer to this question. We can only conclude that Pedro Ferrando wrote 
a "Legenda”, but we cannot determine which one. 

In reality, the problem whether to attribute one of the Latin "Legendae 
to "Petrus Ferrandi” could be still more complex, since, on the one hand, 
there is another Life of St Dominic which could be regarded as the Vita 
beati Dominici which Giles of Santarem attributed to Pedro Ferrando; and 
on the other, there are other authors to whom different Dominican tra¬ 
ditions have attributed unidentified Lives of St Dominic. 

Regarding this third Life of St Dominic which could be attributed to 
Pedro Ferrando, we know of the existence of another Castilian Life, this 
one in verse, of which we know only the following sixteen lines: 

De Sancto Domingo vos quiero contar, 
que fiz mill milagros por tierra, e por mar. 

Nacio en Calaroga, que es muy grand lugar, 
que en aquella alfoz diz no tiene par. 

Su Padre fue Felis de los de Gudman, 
su Madre fue Joana, que con grand afan 
le pario en el dia del Senor San Juan. 

Sono Dona Joana, que tenia un can, 
e un cirio ardiente, que daba flamadas, 
que por todo el mundo eran resplandadas; 
porque fue flagelo de Apostatadas 
de los Albigenses, que eran levantadas. 

De Catorce anos se fue a un Padre Abat, 
porque le criasse con grand caridat, 
que fue en el convento de grand santidat, 
que diz de la Vid, cerca do fue nat. 
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These lines have been handed down to us through two opposing literary 
traditions. 79 One of these is Augustinian, 80 and claims that St Dominic 
belonged to the Praemonstratensian Order before the founding of the 
Order of Preachers, 81 and which has conveyed these sixteen verses to us. 


79 These literary traditions have been studied by W. F. Manning, Una antigua ‘Vida de 
Santo Domingo\ en verso, £ha existido en algun tiempo?, in: Analecta Sacra Tarraconensia, XL 
(1967/2), 327-35; Juan Jose Vallejo O.S.A., Santo Domingo de Guzman y el monasterio de Santa 
Maria de la Vid. La tradicion vitense sobre la filiacion premostratense del Santo , in: C. Aniz Iriarte 
O.P. and L.V. Diaz Martin, Santo Domingo de Caleruega. Contexto Cultural. Ill Jomadas de 
Estudios Medievales, Salamanca 1995, 319-38; and Brian Farrely O.P., </ Fue Santo Domingo 
de Guzman Canonigo premostratense en el monasterio de Santa Maria de La Vid?, in: Archivo 
Dominicano, XVI (1995), 155-96. Unfortunately Vallejo and Farrely did not know about 
Manning’s paper. J. J. Vallejo added some data relevant to Manning’s research, but did 
not know some of his most important contributions, particularly the rescue of line 12, 
which is omitted in most sources, which transcribe only 15 of these 16 lines. Vallejo only 
knows of 15, yet Farrely knows all of the 16 lines. 

80 According to Manning’s research (1967; op. cit., above, n. 79), this tradition origi¬ 
nated in the work, today lost, of Emmanuel Garcia (d. 1705), Chronica Ordinis Praemonstratensis 
(chapter VI, no CXII), which is the source for the later works by Jose Noriega, Dissertatio 
Historica de Sancto Dominico de Guzman, ordinis praedicatorum patriarcha, auctore R. P. Mg. Fr. 
Joseph Stephano de Noriega, Salamanca 1723, 5-6, and by Charles Louis Hugo, Historia monas- 
teriorum Ordinis Praemonstratensis in regno Hispaniae (ms. 993 of the Municipal Library of Nancy, 
p. 59). The latter is the only one which contained line 12. This led Manning to think 
that these lines could perhaps be the result of a forgery by E. Garcia. However, J. J. 
Vallejo has pointed out the work of Jose Bravo Villalobos, Noticias demostrativas como Sto. 
Domingo de Guzman jue Canonigo de N° P. S. Norberto y prior del Convento de la Vid (ms., c. 1665), 
as the oldest source in which 15 of these lines are to be found, which means that we 
should dispel, or at least qualify, Manning’s suspicions. The existence of two traditions, 
one which tells us of only 15 lines, and another which relays 16, suggests the existence 
of a common source which must have been older than all those we know. On the other 
hand, the lexical analysis through which Manning claims to support his argument against 
the authenticity of these lines seems not to be conclusive either, as the different sources 
offer many lexical variants. 

81 Other literary traditions exist, close to this one and depending on it, which maintain 
that St Dominic belonged to several different religious orders before the foundation of the 
Order of Preachers. In the context of the questions we are discussing, the singular work 
by Jose Lopez Arguleta, Apologia por el habito de Santo Domingo en la Orden de Santiago, Alcala 
1725, is worthy of a special mention. The author claims that St Dominic belonged to the 
Order of St James. In this polemical work, Lopez Arguleta gives particular importance to 
the “ Legendd ’ by Pedro Fernandez (Pedro Ferrando), and claims that the fact that this 
work was lost or forgotten was the result of a deliberate anti-Spanish campaign raging in 
the very heart of the Order of Preachers after Fray Munio was elected General Master: 
“Y si Fray Pedro Fernandez, tambien Espanol escribio la Vida del Santo quarenta anos 
antes que Apoldia, como, 6 porque no se menciona su nombre en el proemio segundo, 
que comienza: sciendum, donde se mencionan Fray Jordan, Fray Constantino, Fray Umberto, 
y Fray Gerardo, como escritores?” (p. 4); “Y tocante a Historiadores Fr. Jordan, Fr. 
Constantino, y Fr. Umberto, callando a Fr. Pedro Fernandez Espanol, parecenos, que estas 
Cronicas mencionadas en la Carta para el General Fr. Nicolas, no pudiendo ser Cronicas 
de Theutonia, ni sabiendose de otro espanol, que escribiesse la Vida de Santo Domingo, 
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The other is a Dominican tradition, 82 which depends on the Augustinian 
one, and which is linked to the discussion about St Dominic’s family 
background. In this, attention is focused only on lines 1-2 and lines 5-7, 
which contain information about St Dominic’s family. According to the 
Praemonstratensian tradition, these lines were conserved in a thirteenth- 
century codex, 83 which, if true, would make them very ancient; today, 
however, we have no precise information about this codex. 

The supposed antiquity of these lines has also drawn the attention of 
scholars interested in the origins of Castilian poetry, who have cast doubt 
on the poem’s early datings and even on its authenticity. Although 
Menendez Pidal accepts that it may be both ancient and genuine, Mila, 
Menendez Pelayo and Doncieux consider that its metrics do not allow a 
thirteenth-century dating; 84 and Manning even goes so far as to consider 
that it could be an eighteenth-century invention linked to the polemic 
which arose around the question as to whether St Dominic had belonged 
to the Praemonstratensian Order. 


que Fr. Pedro Fernandez, no son otras Cronicas que los escritos de este, acaso de latin 
poco elegante, y al estilo entonces de Castilla, remitidos a Fr. Theodorico. Escribio antes 
del ano de 1258, en que se dice aver muerto en Opinion de Santo, y dexando aparte su 
estilo, no es dudable que quanto a los sucessos, y predicacion del Santo en Espana, seria 
mas puntual su Historia, que la de Fr. Theodorico despues de coordinada, donde ni una 
sola palabra dene de aver el Santo Predicado en Espana. Y siendo igualmente Espanolas 
esta predicacion del Santo, y la persona, y Historia de Fr. Pedro Fernandez, no es de 
estranar, que las iguale el silencio en la historia de Fr. Theodorico, y solo se mencionen 
como Historiadores Fr. Jordan, Fr. Constantino, Fr. Umberto, y Fr. Gerardo, ganando 
esto en el tiempo de las emulaciones de 1290 a 1300 el titulo de Cronistas, que por su 
estilo, 6 por ser Espanol perdio Fr. Pedro Fernandez.” (p. 208). Leonardo Levanto responded 
to the arguments of these traditions in his Crisis Americana sobre el canonicato regular de Sto. 
Domingo de Guzman, en la Santa Iglesia Cathedral de Osma, Madrid MDCCXLI, 108-14, for 
which he uses the works of Bernard Gui, Theodoric of Apoldia and Gerard de Frachet. 
To the arguments of Lopez Arguleta concerning Pedro Fernandez, Leonardo Levanto 
replied: “No, no perdio el Ven. P. Fr. Pedro Fernandez, que en la Historia de Theodorico 
se hiciera de el honorifica mencion, ni por Espanol, ni por el estilo humilde; sino por no 
hallarse ya sus Escritos, 6 por no haverlos tenido a las manos Theodorico” (p. 113). 

82 According to Manning’s research, this Dominican tradition, which also depends on 
the work of E. Garcia, originated in the work of Antonin Bremond, De Guzmana stirpe S. 
Dominici jundatoris familiae Fratrum Praedicatorum historica demonstratio , Roma 1740, 103, which 
influenced T. M. Mamachi’s Annales Ordinis Praedicatorum (Roma 1756, 13), which in turn 
are the source of L. A. Getino’s work, and it was he who brought these lines into the 
context of the problems surrounding the “Leyenda castellana” and the author of the Legenda 
prima. 

83 According to Jose Noriega, this is a manuscript of the Vida de Santo Domingo de Silos, 
by Gonzalo de Berceo, which has not been identified at the present day. According to 
Jose Bravo, these lines would have been written by Gonzalo de Berceo. 

84 R. Menendez Pidal, Romancero Hispanico , t. I, Madrid 1968, 130. 
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Leaving the decisive issues of authenticity and date to one side (I am 
inclined to opt for a date in the fifteenth or sixteenth century), it would 
also seem that this is not a fragment of a larger biographical work, but 
rather a complete composition in itself, the purpose of which is not to 
narrate the life of St Dominic but to announce his connection with the 
Monastery of La Vid, which leads us to think that the author, whether 
medieval or modem, whether following an old tradition or inventing a 
persuasive argument for use in the current controversy, was closer to the 
Praemonstratensian Order than to the Order of Preachers. In any case, 
it seems that a text of this kind cannot be regarded as part of the tra¬ 
dition of the “ Legendae ” of St Dominic, and so, regarding the Leipzig 
manuscript, we can exclude the possibility that this is the Vita bead Dominici 
which Giles of Santarem attributes to Pedro Ferrando. The first of these 
fresh problems would be thus resolved. 

As far as other authors credited with writing unidentified Lives of St 
Dominic are concerned, the histories of the Order of Preachers in the 
sixteenth century provides us with at least four names: John of Spain, 
Thomas of Senis, Conrad Provincial of Germany, and Justin. 85 According 
to T. Kaepelli, 86 Galvano della Fiamma was the first to consider Conrad 
and Justin to have been biographers of St Dominic, and Ambrosio Taegio 
was the first person to provide us with some quotations of these biogra¬ 
phies. Kaepelli’s analyses of the texts by Conrad and Justin quoted by 
Taegio reveal a close relationship, on the one hand, between the text 
attributed to Conrad and the Legenda of Theodoric of Appoldia, and on 
the other, between the text attributed to Justin and Humbert’s Legenda. 
Kaepelli concludes by denying that these biographies existed, saying that 
the works in question are merely Appoldia’s and Humbert’s “ Legendae ”, 
and that Galvano had misattributed them to Conrad and Justin. 

The problem is unlikely to be as straightforward as this. I shall not 
look here at the question concerning the biography attributed to Conrad 
(who seems to have been active at the end of the thirteenth century, and 
who therefore is not relevant to the issues under discussion here), 87 but 


85 We find these four names in the text of Hernando del Castillo quoted above. 

86 T. Kaepelli O.P., Deux pretendus biographes de Saint Dominique: frere Justin et frere Conrad , 
in: Antonianum, 20 (1945), 227-44. 

87 According to Altaner, Conrad Provincial of Germany—Conrad of Trebensee (d. 
1300)—would be the author of The Nine Ways of Prayer of Saint Dominic , which other authors 
attributed to Theodoric of Apoldia. See Manning 1948 {op. cit., above, n. 75), 155, n. 19. 
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it is necessary to examine the figure and work of Justin, who was active 
in the mid-thirteenth century, according to Leandro Alberti, and whose 
supposed biography of St Dominic is dated 1242. 

The reason why Kaepelli denied the existence of the work attributed 
to Justin lies in its similarity to Humbert’s Legenda , but as we have seen, 
the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana”, though different from 
Humbert’s Legenda , has a close relationship with it and, if it were its 
source, must have been written between 1240 and 1260. The Italian ori¬ 
gin of all the other works in the codex of the Convent of Santo Domingo 
el Real (Sr Cecilia’s account of the miracles of St Dominic, Declarations 
of the witnesses in St Dominic’s canonisation process, Life of St Thomas 
Aquinas, Life of St Peter Martyr) does not rule out the possibility that 
the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” could have had the same 
origin, and therefore that this might have been Justin’s work. 88 Were this 
possible, it would be a major argument in favour of identifying “Petrus 
Hispanus ” (the author of the “Legenda prima :”) with Pedro Ferrando (and, 
if Luis de Valladolid’s testimony is to be accepted, of Pedro Ferrando 
with the “auctor Summularum”). I lack arguments to support the attribution 
of the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” to Justin, but know no 
reason to reject this attribution either. 89 

I can say nothing about the biography of St Dominic attributed by 
Hernando del Castillo to Thomas of Senis (Thomas Nesis de Fonte 
Senensis, 1357/58-1390) which is not relevant to our present purpose for 
chronological reasons as well. Regarding John of Spain (also known as 
John of Castile), he seems to be the same as John of Navarre, one of St 
Dominic’s earliest companions, who was sent first to Paris, then to Bologna, 


88 One argument in favour of the Italian origin of the texts in the codex of Santo 
Domingo del Read is the testimony of Leander Alberti, who informs that there was a copy 
of the “Leyenda castellana” at the beginning of the sixteenth century in the Priory of St 
Dominic in Bologna. See Manning 1948 (op. cit., above, n. 75), 140. 

89 According to Van Ortroy 1911 (op. cit., above, n. 21), 49, in the texts of the Legenda 
attributed to Justin, quoted by Ambrosio Taegio, a journey to Rome by a nephew of St 
Dominic in 1300 is mentioned; Besides, the work of Bernard Gui is quoted. Were this 
the case, it would be clear that the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” could not 
be Justin’s work, nor could Justin’s work have been written in 1242. I have not had the 
opportunity to consult Taegio’s work, which only is accesible in an eighteenth-century edi¬ 
tion as the original is lost; but Van Ortroy’s analyses are disconcerting as despite these 
two decisive arguments put forward by himself, in his zeal to defend the attribution of 
the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando he admits that Justin might have been the true author 
of the Legenda attributed to Humbert of Romanis, and that this might have been the Legenda 
quoted by Taegio (p. 52). 
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and who was a witness in the canonisation process. Anthony of Sena 90 
and Ambrose of Altamura 91 (among others) attribute the Office of St 
Dominic to him, and also a Legenda , but in my view John of Navarre’s 
supposed Legenda is nothing other than his declaration during the canon¬ 
isation process. 

Aside from the supposed biographies of St Dominic attributed to John 
of Spain, Thomas of Senis and Conrad of Trebensee, to the best of my 
knowledge the repertoire of lives of St Dominic which predate the work 
of Bernard Gui is as follows: 

Jordan de Sajonia (J1237): Libellus de initiis Ordinis Praedicatorum , 1235; 

Petrus Hispanus-Petrus Ferrandi (?)—: Legenda prima, 1236/39; 

Anonimo-Petrus Ferrandi (?)/Iustinus (?)—: the Latin original of the “Leyenda 

castellana”, 1240/60 (?); 

Jean de Mailly (f c. 1260): Abbreviate) in gestis et miraculis sanctorum 92 1243; 

Bartholomew of Trent (c. 1195-1251): Liber epilogorum in gesta sanctorum , 93 1244/5; 

Constantine of Orvieto: Legenda sancti Dominici , 94 1247; 

Vincent de Beauvais: Speculum historiale 95 c. 1250; 

Gerald de Frachet (1205-1271): Vitae Fratrum, 9 * 1258/60; 

Humbert of Romans (c. 1200-1277): Legenda sancti Dominici 91 1256/1260; 

Rodrigo de Cerrato: Legenda sancti Dominici , 98 c. 1270; 


90 “Et primo loco occurrunt Hispani duo, qui primos accubitus solent in quovis cons- 
essu semper amare. Unus eorum vocatur frater Joannes de Monte, Sacrae Theol. doctor 
insignis & B. Dominici patris nostri socius: alter, frater Ioannes de Castillia, ambo viri pii 
& eruditionis egregiae, quorum primus composuit librum, de Laudibus beatae Virginis, & 
dicitur Mariale, & claruit an. 1226. Secundus vero composuit Officium B. Dominici patris 
nostri. Legendam quoque illius compilavit. Claruit circa annum 1262”, Bibliotheca Fratrum 
Ordinis Praedicatorum , authore R. P. magistro Antonio Senensi, lusitano, eiusdem dominicanae familiae 
alumno, Paris 1585, 131. 

91 “Anno 1234. P. F. Ioannes de Castilla Hispanus vir pius ac eruditus composuit: 
Officium Sanctissimi Patriarchae, & accurate eiusdem vitam. Duo ex nostris composuerunt 
dictum Officium, scilicet, P. F. Ioannes de Castilla (ut dixi) & Reverendissimus P. F. 
Constantinus Episcopus Urbevetanus.”, Bibliothecae dominicanae, ad modum R. P. M. Ambrosio 
Altamura , Roma 1677, 6a. 

92 In M.-D. Chapotin, Les Dominicains d’Auxerre, Paris 1892, 317-24. 

93 Epilogus in sanctum Dominicum , in: B. Altaner, Der hi Dominikus, Breslau 1922, 229-39. 
An edition of this work is being prepared by Emore Paoli as part of the series Millennio 
Medievale published by Sismel-Edizioni del Galluzzo. 

94 Ed. H. Ch. Scheeben, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. 
XVI, Rome 1935, 261-352. 

95 Bibliotheca Hagiographica Latina , no. 2220. 

96 Ed. B. M. Reichert, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. 
I, Louvain 1896. 

97 Ed. A. Walz, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. XVI, 
Rome 1935, 353-433. 

98 Ed. T. M. Mamachi, Annalium Ordinis Praedicatorum volumen primum , Rome 1756, 
Appendix, 312-34; V. D. Cairo, Domingo de Guzman , Madrid 1973, 775-801; C. Palomo 
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Etienne de Salanhac ft 1291): De quattuor in quibus Deum praedicatorum ordinem insignivit ," 

c. 1277; 

James of Varagine: Legenda aurea, m 1271/1288; 

Dietrich of Apolda: Legenda Sancti Dominici, m c. 1290; and 

Bernard Gui (c. 1261-1331): Catalogus Magistrorum, Legenda S. Dominici, m c. 1304-1308. 

Excepting the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana”, these are the 
Lives of St Dominic examined by Van Ortroy which led him to attribute 
the Legenda prima to “ Petrus Ferrandi ”. As the Legenda prima was the only 
“ Legenda ” with an unidentified author (Van Ortroy did not know of the 
testimony of the Leccionario Regensburg which attributes it to a “ Petrus 
Hispanus ”), and Giles of Santarem had attributed a Vita beati Dominici to 
u Petrus Ferrandi ”, the conclusion would seem obvious: u Petrus Ferrandi ” was 
the author of the Legenda prima. None the less, the appearance on the 
scene of this new Legenda (the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana 5 ’), 
also authorless, is a major hindrance in the way of Van Ortroy’s argument. 

These fourteen biographies of St Dominic, though closely interrelated, 
belong to three different literary traditions: i) the tradition of the “ Legendae ”, 
inaugurated by the Legenda prima , which pays attention only to the life 
and miracles of St Dominic; ii) the tradition of the histories of the Order 
of Preachers, inaugurated by the Libellus , which focuses particularly, though 
not exclusively, on St Dominic as the founder of the Order of Preachers; 
and iii) the tradition of saints’ lives, which centres on St Dominic as a 
man who led a holy and exemplary life, and who was canonised during 
the same century. Furthermore, in the framework of the tradition of the 
“Legendae ” a distinction must be made between those which won the 
approval and official recognition of the General Chapters of the Order 
of Preachers, and those which did not. 

Leaving aside the obvious textual dependencies between the various 
works, three of them, those of Constantine of Orvieto, Theodoric of 
Appoldia and Bernard Gui, as well as Etienne de Bourbon’s Tractatus de 
septem donis Spiritus Sancti (c. 1260), 103 contain references to earlier biographies, 


Iglesias, Santo Domingo de Guzman y los Dominicos Espanoles, Guadalajara 1971, Spanish trans¬ 
lation, 57-116. 

99 Ed. T. Kaeppeli, in: Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, vol. 
XXII, Rome 1949. 

100 Iacopo da Varazze, Legenda aurea , ed. G. P. Maggioni, 2 vols., Firenze 1998, 718-44. 

101 Libellus de vita .. . S. Dominici, ed. G. Cuperus (Cuypers), in: Acta Sanctorum , 562-629. 

102 Ed. in: Tugwell 1998 (op. cit ., above, n. 3). 

103 A. Lecoy de la Marche, Anecdotes historiques, legendes et apologues tires du recueil inedit 
d’Etienne de Bourbon , Paris 1877. 
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helping us to determine their chronological sequence. These cross-refer¬ 
ences were essential to Van Ortroy’s arguments. The references are as 
follows: 

“Et ecce ex omnibus superflua resecans, diminuta supplens, minus ordinata compo- 
nens, opus offero requisitum, nonnulla sane de priori legenda, prout videlicet ibi sunt 
posita minime dedignatus, et maxime que de tractatu quodam, quern prius super hoc 
felicis memorie magister Iordanus disseruit, assumpta cognovi. [...]. Audacter namque 
profiteor quod in comparatione eorum que de novo sunt addita, pauca simul et parva 
censensa sunt que prior edicio continebat”. (Letter from Constantine of Orvieto to 
John of Wildeshausen (J1252), General Master of the Order of Preachers). 104 

From the text of this letter we can conclude that Constantine wrote his 
Legenda when John of Wildeshausen was still alive, and therefore before 
1252, and that at this date two biographies of St Dominic were already 
available, the Libellus of Jordan of Saxony, and the Legenda which he called 
the “ Legenda prior”. Van Ortroy did not take into consideration the Latin 
original of the “Leyenda castellana”, and so he assumed that the Legenda 
to which Constantine referred must have been none other than the Legenda 
prima , the Legenda which the Leccionario Regensburg attributes to “ Petrus 
Hispanus ”. If we accept this interpretation, this obliges us to maintain 
either that the supposed Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” had 
not yet been written, or that it was not known to Constantine. However, 
given the close relationship between the Legenda attributed to “ Petrus 
Hispanus ” and Jordan’s Libellus , it could also be that Constantine did not 
regard them as two different works (that is, that he regarded the Legenda 
by “ Petrus Hispanus ” as a mere extract from the Libellus ), and that what 
he calls the “ Legenda prior” was the Latin original of the “Leyenda castel¬ 
lana”. Only a more careful scrutiny of the relations between Constantine’s 
Legenda and the “Leyenda castellana” will enable us to respond to this 
question. Although the Acts of the General Chapter of Cologne in 1245, 
which seem to refer to a single Life of St Dominic, seem to back Van 
Ortroy’s opinion, 105 this cannot be considered a definitive argument, as 
the Acts of the General Chapter of Valenciennes in 1259 seem to refer 
to a single Life of St Dominic, 106 when we know that by this date at least 
two “ Legendae ” were in existence. 


104 See Van Ortroy 1911 {op. cit. f above, n. 21), 28-9. 

105 “Et mandamus omnibus fratribus, qui aliquod miraculum de beato Dominico sciunt, 
praeter ea quae in vita sua scripta sunt, quando poterunt testimonio, sequenti capitulo 
scribant.” (See Van Ortroy 1911 {op. cit ., above, n. 21), 29.) 

106 See note 26. 
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In second place, in Etienne de Bourbon’s work we can find several 
references to a “ Legenda nova 

Item audivi et in legenda nova legitur; In legenda nova beati Dominici legitur. 107 

These references indicate the existence at this date (around 1260) of at 
least two “ Legendae”, an old one and a “ nova”. The “ Legenda nova ” to which 
Etienne de Bourbon refers seems to be that of Constantine, the last of 
those written up to that time. But Etienne de Bourbon tells us nothing 
about the number of “ Legendae ” prior to this. Therefore we can draw no 
conclusions from this testimony regarding the Latin original of the “Leyenda 
castellana”. 

Much more significant in this respect is the testimony of Theodoric of 
Apoldia: 

Sciendum quod venerabilis pater noster beatus Iordanus, secundus nostri Ordinis 
Magister, successor sancti Dominici dignissimus, libellum de initio Ordinis composuit 
[. . .] De quo libello prima sancti Dominici Legenda conscripta est. Postea de mandato 
beati Johannis episcopi, qui quartus a sancto Dominico Magister exstitit, Frater 
Constantinus secundam legendam edidit multa insignia superaddens. Sanctus Pater 
succedens Humbertus, Magister ordinis quintus, ex praedictis tertiam conflans Legendam, 
multis superadditis, non modicum ampliavit; qui etiam librum, qui Vitas Fratrum 
dicitur, sua devotione & diligentia compilavit. 108 

In this text, Theodoric of Apoldia expressly indicates the close depen¬ 
dence between the “ Legenda prima and Jordan of Saxony’s Libellus , and 
recognises Constantine’s Legenda as the second and Humbert’s Legenda as 
the third of the “ Legendae ” of St Dominic. He also indicates that Humbert’s 
Legenda is the product of the merging of the two earlier “Legendae”. According 
to Theodoric’s testimony, there would be no place for the supposed Latin 
original of the “Leyenda castellana”, which ought to be later than Humbert’s 
Legenda. Given this, we would seem to be forced to agree that “ Petrus 
Hispanus” and “ Petrus Ferrandi” are one, and attribute the Legenda prima to 
Pedro Ferrando. 

In principle, we could accept Theodoric’s testimony and take the prob¬ 
lem concerning the Vita beati Dominici which Giles of Santarem attributes 
to Pedro Ferrando as solved: it is the Legenda prima. In my view, this is 
the most probable hypothesis, but there is a shadow of doubt (which is 


107 See Van Ortroy 1911 {op. cit ., above, n. 21), 35 and 37. 

108 Acta Ampliora, quae F. Theodoricus, suppar ordinis Praedicatorum scriptor, ex variis antiquioribus 
monumentos collegia in: Acta Sanctorum , Aug. T. I, p. 562, 3. See also Tugwell 1998 {op. cit ., 
above, n. 3), 38. 
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what stops us from declaring the problem solved), first because of the 
date of this testimony, 1290, thirty years after the official recommenda¬ 
tion of Humbert’s Legenda , which left some of the “ Legendae ” out of cir¬ 
culation, and probably consigned to oblivion. Secondly because of 
Theodoric’s attribution of the Vitae Fratrum by Gerard de Frachet to 
Humbert, who is known to have revised it, but who did not write it. 
Third because of Theodoric’s silence regarding Rodrigo of Cerrato’s 
Legenda , which had been written twenty years before. Finally because of 
the novelties with which Humbert’s Legenda updates the two “ Legendae ” 
which supposedly constitute its sources. 

Theodoric’s silence regarding Rodrigo of Cerrato’s Legenda shows that 
his enumeration is not exhaustive. His attribution of the Vitae Fratrum to 
Humbert shows that his information is not precise. How, then, can we 
ensure that the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” did not meet 
the same fate as Rodrigo of Cerrato’s Legenda or the Vitae Fratrum by 
Gerard de Frachet? Might it not be the case that, just as Humbert’s revi¬ 
sion of the Vitae Fratrum led Theodoric to forget Gerard de Frachet’s 
work, Humbert’s Legenda might have led him to forget the Latin original 
of the “Leyenda castellana”, which served as its source? Could it not also 
be, alternatively, that Theodoric confined himself to the “ Legendae ” officially 
approved by the General Chapters of the Order of Preachers, leaving 
out the others on the grounds that they had not been officially approved? 

The new features which Humbert’s Legenda presents with respect to the 
two “ Legendae ” that supposedly constitute its sources also raise the ques¬ 
tion as to what grounds Theodoric had for making such an assertion. 
Did Theodoric know and examine the text of the first three “ Legendae ”, 
or was he just repeating a common opinion which held that Humbert’s 
Legenda had emerged from the merger of two earlier “ Legendae ”? Everything 
seems to indicate that Theodoric did not know the Legenda prima , and, in 
such a case, could not perhaps the two “ Legendae ” that Humbert used be 
not the two officially approved “ Legendae ”, as Theodoric seems to think? 
Could instead one of them be precisely the Latin original of the “Leyenda 
castellana”, which has such a close relationship to Humbert’s Legenda ? 

The fourth and final testimony concerning the biographies of St Dominic 
is that of Bernard Gui, whose work is extant in various different redac¬ 
tions, the first dating from 1304, which tells us the following about the 
history of St Dominic’s biographies: 

Gesta preclara bead Dominici conscripserunt qui sequuntur fratres viri preclari. 

(a) Primo omnium venerabilis frater ac pater magister Iordanis (sic), dignus eius suc¬ 
cessor, in libello seu tractatu suo, quern intitulavit De principio ordinis fratrum pre- 
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dicatorum, ante canonizationem ipsius, et generale capitulum approbavit. Qui libellus 
incipit in prologo hoc modo: Filius grade coheredibus glorie fratribus universis. Vita 
autem incipit ibidem in secundo capitulo (2nd redaction: Vita autem sen legenda incipit ibi¬ 
dem in secundo capitulo hoc modo): 

Huius temporibus fuit quidam adolescens nomine Dominicus. 

(b) Secundo scripsit frater Petrus Ferrandi, Hyspanus natione de Galexia, post cano¬ 
nizationem sancti Dominici. Et generale capitulum similiter approbavit. Hec legenda 
incipit (2 a redaccion: incipit ut estimo ): Beatus Dominicus adhuc puerulus sub nutricis 
custodia constitutus. 

(c) Tertio scripsit frater Constantinus, qui fuit episcopus Urbevetanus, de mandato 
venerabilis patris magistri ordinis fratris Iohannis Theutonici [...]. 

(d) Scripsit etiam dilectus deo et hominibus frater Geraldus de Fracheto Lemoviciensis 
dyocesis [. . .] 

(e) Scripsit nichilominus venerabilis pater frater Hymbertus magister ordinis quintus, 
[. . .] conflans unam compilationem ex compilatione prefati fratris Petri Hyspani et 
fratris Constantini ( 2nd redaction: conflans unam compilationem ex legenda prefati fratris Petri 
Ferrandi et fratris Constantini [...]). 

(f) Ultimo omnium frater Iacobus de Voragine Lombardus suam conflavit compila¬ 
tionem more suo in Vitis sanctorum novis, sicut et de aliis sanctis, prout ibi patet 
(2nd redaction: Frater Iacobus de Voragine Lombardus postmodum archiepiscopus Ianuensis suam 
conflavit compilationem more suo in Vitis sanctorum novis, sicut et de aliis sanctis fecit, prout ibi¬ 
dem patet. 

(g) Frater Thedericus de Appoldia Theutonicus de conventu Erfordensi provincie Saxonie, tempore 
et iussu venerabilis patris Munionis magistri ordinis nostri septimi librum novum quern intitulavit, 
De vita et obitu et miraculis sancti Dominici et de ordine predicatorum quern instituit, compilavit 
circa annum domini M.CC nonagesimum [. . .]). 109 

Bernard Gui’s text, the first version of which seems to predate his know¬ 
ing the work of Theodoric of Apoldia (as he only includes a reference 
to this in the second redaction), seems to reflect the same tradition as 
the latter, but adds an important detail in that it identifies “ Petrus Ferrandi , 
Hispanus ” as the author of the second biography of St Dominic. Gui’s 
text, therefore, may provide a definitive solution to our problem. 

None the less, I feel that Gui’s text still raises some important prob¬ 
lems. First, as I have pointed out, the incipit of “ Petrus Ferrandi' s” Legenda 
which Gui records does not correspond to that of the Legenda prima. It is 
true, as I have also pointed out, that Gui does not seem to have had 
any copy of the Legenda prima at his disposal, and that this incipit , as the 
expression “ incipit ut estimo ” indicates, seems to be Gui’s own reconstruc¬ 
tion (or perhaps Gui quoted the incipit of some other, lost, Legenda which 
he believes to have been written by Pedro Ferrando). But, in fact, it is 
not the incipit of the Legenda prima , and therefore it is not certain that Gui 
is here referring to this Legenda. Moreover, unlike Theodoric of Apoldia, 
Gui does not emphasize that the Legenda prima depends heavily on the 


109 Tugwell 1998 (op. cit., above, n. 3), 105-8. 
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Libellus , but rather tells us of a Legenda contained within Jordan of Saxony’s 
Libellus. Might it not be that, as I have indicated in the case of Constantine, 
Gui does not regard the Legenda prima as a different work from the Libellus , 
and that he takes the second biography of St Dominic to be the Latin 
original of the “Leyenda castellana”? I have also said that the informa¬ 
tion which Gui gives about the Galician origins of “ Petrus Ferrandi ” seems 
to be a mere geographical inference drawn from Giles of Santarem’s 
information about his death in Zamora. 

However, perhaps the most significant feature of Gui’s work is the sin¬ 
gular way in which the names “Petrus Hispanus ” and “Petrus Ferrandi ” are 
combined. In referring to Humbert’s Legenda , Gui writes in the first redac¬ 
tion “ex compilatione .. . Petri Hyspani ” and in the second, “ex legenda . . . Petri 
Ferrandi ”. And when referring direcdy to the supposed Legenda of “Petrus 
Ferrandi ”, in a text which would seem to be common to both redactions, 
he combines both by naming a “Petrus Ferrandi, Hispanus ”. In my view 
this is of tremendous significance. 

Simon Tugwell, on the basis of the contrast between the texts by 
Bernard Gui and Theodoric of Apoldia (assuming that both refer to the 
same “second” Legenda ), considers that Gui had some additional infor¬ 
mation about “Petrus Ferrandi ” and his Legenda , and that it was this infor¬ 
mation which enabled him to identify “Petrus Ferrandi ” as the author of 
the Legenda prima. But Tugwell has also pointed out the peculiar nature 
of Gui’s historiographical work, which is marked by an effort to make 
the data and testimonies at his disposal agree with one another. 110 It is 
my opinion that Gui’s text clearly shows that this is not a case in which 
Gui might have additional information available, but instead that Gui 
feels obliged to rework the information at his disposal for the sake of 
consistence. To explain Gui’s text, the only thing that has to be assumed 
is that he had at his disposal a copy of the Lectionarium (in which the 
Legenda prima is attributed to “Petrus Hispanus ”) and a copy of Gerard de 
Frachet’s Vitae Fratrum. That is, in 1304 Gui followed the same reason¬ 
ing as Van Ortroy in 1911: if the Lectionarium attributes a Legenda to “Petrus 
Hispanus ”, and Giles of Santarem attributes a Vita beati Dominici to “Petrus 
Ferrandi ”, there is nothing more natural or more direct than to identify 
“Petrus Hispanus ” with “Petrus Ferrandi ” in order to bring these two pieces 
of information into agreement. Our problem is to find out whether this 
reflects the historical reality. In my view, we shall not be able to solve 


110 See Tugwell 1998 [op. cit above, n. 3). 
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this conundrum until more detailed analyses of the Latin original of the 
“Leyenda castellana” have been carried out, enabling us to date it and 
to investigate its relationship to the other Legendae. 

Now that these four references to the history of the “ Legendae ” have 
been examined, I think it is possible to say that although they add some 
reasons in favour of the hypothesis that “ Petrus Hispanus" and “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ” are the same person, these are not conclusive. The Latin orig¬ 
inal of the “Leyenda castellana”, which could be the work by Justin, but 
which might also be the Vita beati Dominici which Giles of Santarem attrib¬ 
utes to Pedro Ferrando, constitutes the main obstacle in the way of accept¬ 
ing this conclusion definitively. Although Simon Tugwell considers that 
“it would be perverse” to deny that the Legenda prima is the work which 
Giles of Santarem attributes to Pedro Ferrando, as long as the problem 
concerning the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana” is unsolved, 
doubts will persist. It is very probable, but not certain, that “ Petrus Hispanus ” 
is “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, and that the Legenda prima is the work of Pedro Ferrando. 
But doubts still remain. 

3. The “Legendae Sancti Dominici” and the “auctor Summularum” 

The only known testimonies which explicitly relate the “ auctor Summularum ” 
to the biographies of St Dominic are the testimonies of Luis of Valladolid 
and the table of St Catherine of Pisa (which seems to depend on the for¬ 
mer), which I examined in my 1997 article. The testimony of Luis of 
Valladolid is as follows: 

n° 12: Frater Petrus Hispanus, de natione Castelle, scripsit summam logicalem, que 
ut communiter Tractatus nuncupatur, in quo libro viam facilem ad dialecticam 
adquirendam invenit ac tradidit. Item dictavit et composuit eleganter hystoriam et 
totum officium beati Dominici patris nostri 111 

H. C. Scheeben 112 disqualified Luis of Valladolid’s testimony for two rea¬ 
sons. First, that, since he thought that Luis of Valladolid was referring 
here to “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, whom Van Ortroy had already identified as the 
author of the Legenda prima , his testimony about the Castilian origin of 
“Petrus Hispanus ” was in contradiction with the more authoritative testimony 


111 Tabula Actorum Ordinis Praedicatorum, in: H. Ch. Scheeben, Die Tabulae Ludwigs von 
Valladolid im Chor der Predigerbriider von St. Jakob in Paris , in: Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, 
1 (1931), 223-63 (p. 255). 

112 H. Ch. Scheeben 1932 (op. cit., above, n. 39), 329-31. 



300 


ANGEL D’ORS 


of Bernard Gui, who said that he was a Galician. Second, because Luis 
of Valladolid considered “ Petrus Ferrandi ” to be the author of the Tractatus , 
when it was already “known” that the Tractatus was the work of “ Petrus 
Iuliani ”, Pope John XXI. 

Since then, the testimony of Luis of Valladolid has been systematically 
disqualified, and has only been considered with the object of explaining 
the origin of its confusion, which has always been located in the figure 
of one or other “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, whom the Stams Catalogue lists as the 
“auctor SummularurrT . Although Luis of Valladolid does not mention the 
name of “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, and although his identification with the “ auctor 
SummularunT had also been rejected, it has always been thought that Luis 
of Valladolid wrongly attributed the “ Summulae ” to “ Petrus Alfonsi ”, and 
that he also wrongly attributed the “ Legenda primd\ the work by Pedro 
Ferrando, to this figure. 

Once the attribution of the Tractatus to John XXI has been rejected, 
the second of Scheeben’s reasons is automatically invalidated. And as far 
as the first reason goes, I think that this too could be regarded as unac¬ 
ceptable, either because it is uncertain that “ Petrus Hispanus ”, the author 
of the Legenda prima , should be identified with “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, or because 
even if this “ Petrus Hispanus ” is “ Petrus Ferrandi ”, as seems highly likely, 
Gui’s words about the Galician origin of “ Petrus Ferrandi ” are not partic¬ 
ularly significant, and as Galicia belonged to Castile from 1230 onwards, 
there is no contradiction between Bernard Gui’s testimony and that of 
Luis of Valladolid. 

Obviously this does not mean that Luis of Valladolid’s testimony should 
be taken as watertight reliable information, but only that the arguments 
against his testominy are groundless. Luis of Valladolid’s testimony, like 
all the others we have examined, could be wrong. But there is no rea¬ 
son for us to doubt this one more than any other. In my view, the fore¬ 
going analyses have shown two things. First, the figure of Pedro Ferrando 
is perfectly consistent with that of the “ auctor Summularum ”. Second, there 
are no conclusive arguments that compel us to state that Pedro Ferrando 
was the author of the Legenda prima. In this case, Luis of Valladolid’s tes¬ 
timony could be true, either regarding “ Petrus Alfonsi ” or “ Petrus Ferrandi ”. 
The attribution to “ Petrus Hispanus ” of the “ Officium Beati Dominici ”, in Luis 
of Valladolid’s testimony, as Scheeben has shown, does not seem impos¬ 
sible, and so there is no reason for us to cast doubt on his testimony. 

The problem is that Luis of Valladolid does not specify who the “ Petrus 
Hispanus ” he talks of is, or which Legenda he attributes to him, and nor 
does he provide us with any other data to help us identify the “ auctor 
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Summularum ”. Given that at least two “ Petrus Hispanus ” exist, and at least 
two “ Legendae ” with unidentified authors, we cannot know whether the 
Hystoria beati Dominici that Luis of Valladolid attributes to the “ auctor 
Summularum ” is the Legenda prima or the Latin original of the “Leyenda 
castellana”. Nor can we be certain whether the auctor Summularum is “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ” or some other “ Petrus Hispanus ”. We remain in the same place: 
is “ Petrus Alfonsi ” or “ Petrus Ferrandi ” the “ auctor Summularum ”? 


4. By way of conclusion 

On reaching this point, readers might think that they are in no better 
position now than they were after reading the Proceedings of the Provincial 
Chapter of Spain of the Order of Preachers held in Toledo in 1250, to 
which I referred in my 2001 article. The proliferation of “Peters” we 
found there has been multiplied still further in these pages. The identity 
of the “ auctor Summularum ” is wrapped in the same doubts and shadows, 
and the distribution of the Corpus formerly attributed to John XXI, which 
already appeared practically insuperable, is now even more problematic: 
to the “Pedros” examined here we must add the figures of “ Petrus medicus ” 
(whose death is reported by Giles of Santarem), as well as “ Petrus Hispanus 
Portugalensis ”, “Petrus Iuliani ” and “ Petrus Compostelanus\ to whom some of 
the works in this Corpus are attributed in the manuscripts. 

What have we gained? For the moment, little. We can say that through 
the new documents examined we have managed to confirm that the “ auc¬ 
tor Summularum ” belonged to the Order of Preachers, and the hypotheses 
about the possible identification of the “ auctor Summularum ” with a “ Petrus 
Alfonsi ”, or with the u Petrus Hispanus ” confused by Galvano with the “ con- 
versus ” sent to Bologna by St Dominic, have been strengthened. 

I think that I have also shown that the reasons Tugwell puts forward 
against some of the hypotheses I suggested in my 1997 article are not 
conclusive, and that more research is needed into the figures of “ Petrus 
Hispanus conversus ” and Pedro Ferrando, as there are good reasons to think 
that one of them could be the “ auctor Summularum ”. The only one of the 
six candidates I proposed in my 1997 article who can be completely ruled 
out is still “ Petrus , natione Gallus, in Francia Prior provincialis”. But the list of 
candidates has now been lengthened considerably. 

And just as in my 1997 article I shed doubt, I like to believe with 
good reasons and to good effects, on the commonly held view that the 
“ auctor Summularum” was Pope John XXI, in the present paper I shed 
doubt on another commonly held view (this time perhaps undermining 
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the arguments rather than drawing new conclusions) which takes for 
granted the attribution of the Legenda prima to Pedro Ferrando. It is, how¬ 
ever, quite possible that future research will confirm this common view 
which has now been challenged, but it will also doubtless shed new light 
on the problem of the “ auctor Summularum". This challenge has at least 
better defined the nature of the problem. It is now necessary to solve the 
doubt raised by the Latin original of the “Leyenda castellana”: to deter¬ 
mine whether it is thirteenth or fourteenth century, whether it is the 
source of, or is based on Humbert’s Legenda , and whether it is the work 
of Justin or of some “ Petrus Hispanus ”. If it were Justin’s work, or dated 
from the fourteenth century, we would have good reasons for identifying 
“Petrus Hispanus ”, the author of the Legenda prima , with Pedro Ferrando. 
Were this the case, it would only remain to determine whether the tes¬ 
timony of the Stams Catalogue or of Luis of Valladolid is trustworthy in 
order thereby also to determine whether “ Petrus Alfonsi” or “ Petrus Ferrandi ” 
is the “ auctor Summularum ”. The other questions, those concerning the rela¬ 
tionship between “ Petrus Hispanus ” and St Dominic, his possible activity 
in the south of France and Italy, and his possible position as Provincial 
of Spain, will certainly help to solve this problem, and to reconstruct the 
biography of the “ auctor Summularum ”. 

But, in my view, once again, the main contribution of this paper is 
that it has brought together testimonies from very diverse spheres, and 
placed side by side problems that have until now been examined inde¬ 
pendently, but which are undoubtedly closely related. The problem of 
the “ auctor Summularum ”, connected with the history of the editions of La 
Dwina Commedia and its commentaries, with the birth of Galaico-Portuguese 
lyrics, with the history of the universities of Bologna and Palencia, and 
the cultural and political history of Spain in the thirteenth century, which 
was a decisive era in the history of the Reconquest and the reception of 
Arab and Greek cultures, has now been brought into the context not 
only of the problem of the author of the Legenda prima and the history of 
the biographies of St Dominic, but also of the history of the founding 
era of the Order of Preachers and its Provincials of the Province of Spain, 
and the origins of Castilian literature. Only cooperation between researchers 
in these different areas can bring new documents to light which might 
be able to yield the solution to the set of problems associated with the 
name of “ Petrus Hispanus ”. 

In my opinion, future investigations will confirm that “ Petrus Hispanus , 
auctor Summularum ” was from Estella; that he was linked to the collegiate 
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church of Roncesvalles and its dependency of St Maria della Mascarella 
in Bolonia; that he was received into the Order of Preachers in a moment 
close to its foundation, and also that later he went back to Spain, where 
he was connected to the court of the kings of Castile and Leon, and 
where he eventually died (The “auctor Summularum ” will probably be found 
to be the same as, firstly, the “Petrus” (P.) at the head of the list of those 
who represented the Dominican Order at the Roman Curia in 1216; sec¬ 
ondly, the “ Petrus Hispanus ” who was mistaken for the “ conversus ” sent by 
St Dominic to Bolonia in 1218; and thirdly, the “ Magister Petrus ” who 
signed as a witness in Rome in 1220). Additionally, it will be confirmed 
that “ Petrus Ferrandi ” was the author of a “ Legenda Sancti Dominici ”, but 
that his activity was not limited to the borders of Spain (against the tes¬ 
timony of Humbert of Romanis, according to Tugwelfs interpretation). 
However, I do not know whether the existence of “ Petrus Alfonsi ” will be 
confirmed (although I am inclined to think it will), and of two old 
“Legendae” written by unidentified authors, both referred to as “ Petrus 
Hispanus ” (and this I regard as possible, although perhaps not too likely), 
or of only one, the “ Legenda Primct\ by “ Petrus Ferrandi ”. On these future 
investigations depends the reliability of the testimonies of the Catalogues 
of Stams, Pignon, Saint Ann, and Luis de Valladolid, and whether we 
must conclude that the “ auctor Summularum ” is “ Petrus Alfonsi ” or “ Petrus 
Ferrandi ”. 

Madrid 

Universidad Complutense 
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Dag Nikolaus Hasse, Avicenna 1 s De Anima in the Latin West: The Formation of a Peripatetic 
Philosophy of Soul 1160-1300. The Warburg Institute - Nino Aragno Editore. London- 
Turin, 2000. (Warburg Institute Studies and Texts, New Series, Vol. 1) x + 350 pp. 
ISBN 0 85481 125 7 

As the title promises, this book presents the reception of doctrines of Avicenna (Ibn Sina) 
on the soul by the Latin medieval West, [ix] Hasse begins with a good overview of the 
state of research on the Ibn Sina Arabus. like many Islamicists in the field today, he puts 
aside, or brackets, consideration of the Greek sources—I myself find this an odd tradition 
for historical researchers. Hasse subscribes to Gutas’ developmental view of Avicenna’s 
works, where Avicenna develops different views in the course of his philosophical activity: 
“different stages in a continuous process of reworking his position with the Peripatetic tra¬ 
dition and eventually emancipating himself from it.” [vii; 4] This book concerns the trans¬ 
mission of Avicenna’s doctrines as contained in the De Anima of the Avicenna Latinus (.Fi 
Nafs of the Shifa c ) to the Latin medieval West in the thirteenth century. 

Hasse begins by surveying the Latin authors starting with Gundissalinus in the late 
twelfth century who took up Avicenna’s doctrines on the soul: e.g., Michael Scot, John 
de la Rochelle, William of Auvergne, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas. [4-79] I can 
think of some omitted authors worth exploring: for instance, Richard Kilwardby, espe¬ 
cially in light of the originality that Hasse attributes to Albert [117; 93; 97; 196; 231]— 
despite Ebbesen’s claim of Albert’s being rather the Great plagiarist. 

Hasse’s discussions are informative, especially historically. Hasse though makes many 
pronouncements on the authors that certainly demand more support and explanation than 
he gives, particularly as they are sometimes cryptic, and particularly as he disagrees often 
with other scholars today. E.g., he says that Michael Scot presents a “hodge-podge” of 
theories of the soul in his astrological writings, but that we should rather commend him 
for his open-mindedness and broad approach.” [27] Again, he finds William of Auvergne’s 
writings “remarkable” and “highly critical” [42], but then goes on to charge him with 
“confusion” [46]. What then should we think of Michael or William as a philosopher? 

On current scholarship, Hasse for instance disagrees with the assessment of Avicenna’s 
famous Flying Man example by Davidson, Pines, Rahman, and Marmura. [86] For Hasse 
the main point for Avicenna {Arabus) is the independence of the human soul from the 
body. Avicenna does not here have the cogito argument of Descartes or Augustine, that I 
cannot deny my thinking and hence my existing. Rather he has me affirming only the 
existence of my human essence or “core being” but not of myself. [81-3; 86] Hasse thinks 
that the Latin translations and the subsequent Latin tradition have confused the issue. Still, 
it is not clear to me how the affirmation of my essence or core being would differ from 
the affirmation of my“self” (even in Ibn Sina’s Arabic). Still, Hasse does make many valu¬ 
able observations regarding current scholarship, such as noting the quotations from Avicenna 
overlooked in the critical edition of Jean de la Rochelle’s Summa de Anima. [49 n. 217] He 
also criticizes some current translations of the Arabic—especially if they do not agree with 
his interpretation of Avicenna. [132-3] 

Apart from the Flying Man, Hasse discusses some other key topics in Avicenna’s De 
Anima : the motion of shellfish, nerves, light, vision, estimation, prophecy, and the intellect. 
Here too he sometimes accuses the Latin authors and some of the scholarship thereon 
[107 n. 40; 113; 123-4; 133 n. 308; 188 n. 621] of confusion in their translations and 
interpretations, e.g., on the distinctions the Avicenna makes, against Aristotle, on the nature 
of light. [114-5] Still, as above, Hasse could have done more to make Avicenna’s doc¬ 
trine less obscure. Hasse does give convincing evidence for his major theme, that the 
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influence of Avicenna’s psychology, as attested by citations, quotations, and following cer¬ 
tain doctrines, waned in the latter thirteenth century. [91-3; 105; 117; 243-314] Hasse 
says that Avicenna’s doctrines of estimatio and intentio had a strong influence until the sec¬ 
ond part of the thirteenth century, where Aristotle’s theory, opposed to them, came into 
vogue. [141; 147] Still, in light of the continued influence of Avicenna on Scotus and even 
on Ockham in metaphysics, we might wonder whether Avicenna’s doctrines still remained 
in the natural sciences, albeit somewhat disguised, perhaps due to the Condemnations of 
the 1270’s. Hasse himself admits the continued influence of Avicenna there, e.g., on the 
nature of light [125-6]. Yet he concludes that Avicenna’s influence waned, particularly for 
the theologians, on account of their accepting Aristotle dogmatically as The Philosopher. 
[232-3] 

Hasse places great importance on determining which Latin authors follow Avicenna pri¬ 
marily, as opposed to following Aristode or Averroes. I find his method a bit positivist: 
he takes as decisive an author’s quoting Avicenna or using his terminology, without wor¬ 
rying much about whether Avicenna’s Scripture is being quoted for other purposes. 
Accordingly Hasse’s verdict on the Flying Man depends largely on whether an author uses 
the phrase “the existence of his essence’ rather than ‘the existence of himselP’. Likewise, 
to determine the influence of Avicenna, Hasse counts quotations and “(partial) adapta¬ 
tions”, which are apparently ‘uses of the doctrines without using the terminology of the 
Avicenna’s De Anima\ [234-314; cf. ix; 250] These “adaptations” would include an insis¬ 
tence on “faculties” and on having a physical location for each of the senses. [57; 63] In 
showing Avicenna’s influence then, Hasse enumerates citations from the various authors 
and notes their uses of Avicenna’s distinctive terminology and doctrines, e.g., for Albertus 
Magnus. [62-8] Yet I find his discussion incomplete. As he has bracketed off discussing 
the later Greek sources, Hasse leaves it undecided whether the Latin authors, like Avicenna 
himself, might be following earlier sources, like Alexander, Simplicius, or Galen. For 
instance, Hasse puzzles over Avicenna’s treatment of how animals judge yellow things to 
be sweet without discussing Aristotle or Themistius. [425a21-2; 425b3; in De An., 81,35- 
82,14] Again, Hasse takes as instances of following Avicenna and not Aristotle certain dis¬ 
cussions of Democritos et al. and of the social nature of human beings, whereas we might 
take them to be following Aristotle. [236-7; 262; 291] 

Moreover, as the current literature on Aristotle’s psychology attests, it is not obvious 
which doctrines to attribute to Aristotle: e.g., does he have a “faculty-psychology: or not? 
Does Aristode admit the estimative faculty and practical reason to animals? [Metaph. 980a27- 
b27; Eth. Me. 1141a26-8] Does Aristotle himself have a theory of the four intellects that 
Hasse attributes to Avicenna? Hasse admits that there are some hints in Aristotle’s theory 
of the estimative imagination [141], but is at pains to distance Avicenna’s theory from 
these. Still, Hasse takes those commentators, like Albert and perhaps Aquinas, who have 
Avicenna agreeing with Aristotle as having a wrong interpretation of Avicenna. [148-50; 
152-3] At best, Hasse says, Albert “forces the complex Avicennian theory into the right 
corset of Aristotle’s philosophy.” [148] 

However I am not certain how straight-laced Aristotle is. Accordingly, it would also 
help if Hasse would discuss more of Aristotle outside of the De Anima. For he uses Albert’s 
discussion of dreams to show that he is following Avicenna’s sequence of topics and not 
Aristotle’s, even though he also admits that Albert is using Aristotle’s doctrines from his 
other writings (like De Somniis). [65-6; 284-5] Again, he makes the somewhat controversial 
claim that Petrus Hispanus non-Papa follows Avicenna and not Aristotle because he has 
the former’s method of gleaning truth from the theories of his predecessors. But Aristotle 
himself regularly does this, e.g., in Metaphysics I, Physics I, De Anima I. [58-9; 232-3] 

Again, it is not clear how distinctive the theory of the four intellects is. If we look at, 
say, Themistius, apud: in De An. 100,16, we can make out perhaps four intellects, as well 
as the doctrine that Hasse attributes to Avicenna, that the active intellect never remem¬ 
bers the intelligibles. (Cf. Arthur Hyman, The Theory of the Intellect, in: G. Endriss & 
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J. Aertsen (eds), Averroes and the Aristotelian Tradition , Leiden 1999, 192-3.) We can picture 
Avicenna reading Themistius or Alexander and then interpreting and commenting upon 
the doctrines contained therein. In contrast, Hasse takes great pains to take Avicenna not 
to have written a mere commentary or paraphrase of Aristotle’s De Anima. [1] Perhaps 
though it is a modem foible to insist too much on individual creativity. 

Hasse is certainly right in insisting that Avicenna departs from Aristotle in giving a the¬ 
ory of prophecy. We might say that he is still following Aristotle’s method of explaining 
the phenomena. However his phenomena include intuitive knowledge of essences, Avicenna’s 
own genius, the Evil Eye, making it rain, heeding the sick, and sorcery. [157-61] Unlike us, 
the Latin medievals, as well as the mainstream Islamic tradition to this day, had no prob¬ 
lem accepting these phenomena, with perhaps the exception of the Evil Eye. Those like 
Albert and Aquinas differed mostly, Hasse argues, in making these powers depend upon 
divine grace, while Avicenna had a more naturalistic theory of prophecy. [163; 166-73] 

Hasse has a rather strong interpretation of “ma'mzw” as “connotational attribute”. He 
rightly observes that the usual Latin translation of ‘ intentio ’ is misleading and was often dis¬ 
ambiguated by the Latin medievals themselves. [142; 145] He instead wants ‘connotational 
attribute”, namely “an attribute of the object which has a connotation for the perceiver”. 
[132; cf. 145] For instance a sheep sees a wolf and has the connnotational attribute of 
fear. One trouble with this discussion is that Hasse does not consider other passages in 
Avicenna where “ ma'nan ” means simply ‘what is meant’, much like a Stoic lekton or Fregean 
sense. (As it does generally throughout Al-Maqulat , ed. El-Khodeiri et al. (Cairo, 1959).) 
Goichon, in her Lexique for Avicenna (Paris, 1938), is much more persuasive. Another prob¬ 
lem is that he does not link up his discussion to Aristotle’s doctrine of incidental ( per acci- 
dens) perception. [But cf. 138] 

Hasse has a long discussion of Avicenna’s theory of the intellect. He takes it to be orig¬ 
inal in that Avicenna 1) recognizes four intellects 2) takes the active one to be “the giver 
of forms,” to be identified, perhaps, with the lowest celestial intelligence 3) compares the 
active intellect not with light as Aristotle did but rather with the Sun as Augustine [and 
Plato?] did, and 4) maintains that the active intellect never has any memory of the intel- 
ligibles but rather, once activated, has open access to direct intuition of them at will. [174- 
89] Still, Avicenna admits abstraction of the universal from sense perceptions of singulars 
as well. [200-1] I would have found Hasse’s discussion easier to follow if he would have 
distinguished the universal in themselves from the universal in the intellect. [ Al-Madkhal , 
ed. G. Anawati et al., Cairo 1952, 15,1-6 [= Logica 2r col. 2]] For Hasse does not resolve 
why someone with direct intuitive access to forms would need to abstract knowledge of 
universal from singulars at all. Indeed, given Hasse’s insistence upon Avicenna’s “Oriental” 
insistence on prophecy and mysticism, Avicenna turns out to be a theosopher more than 
a philosopher, logician, or scientist. 

Hasse ends by discussing Gilson’s thesis of the “ augustinisme avicennaisanf\ which he 
specifies as identifying “the separate active intellect with the Christian God.” [231; 205]. 
He classifies authors in the early thirteenth century on this issue. [205-21] After that time, 
he is silent on further candidates, but presumably would reject candidates like Aquinas, 
Henry of Ghent, and Scotus on account of his insistence on Avicenna’s waning influence. 

Hasse has an extensive bibliography of primary and secondary sources, including some 
manuscripts. I can think of some omissions, like the volume edited by Endriss (cited above) 
and Theodor Kohler, Grundlagen des philosophzsch-anthropologischen Diskurses im dreizehntm Jahrhmdert , 
Leiden 2000, although these perhaps are too recent. Also Hasse has focussed on the psy¬ 
chological literature and on the non-Greek literature: the former limitation may be hin¬ 
dering his discussion of “ intentio ” and the latter his project of locating a distinctively 
Avicennian influence on Latin medieval philosophy. Still, Hasse has written a rich source 
book with many provocative claims. 
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Matthew of Orleans (Mattheus Aurelianensis), Sophistaria sive Summa communium distinctionum 
circa sophismata accidentium. Edited with an introduction, notes and indices by Joke 
Spruyt. Brill: Leiden-Boston-Koln, 2001 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des 
Mittelalters, LXXIV). x + 581 pp. ISBN 90 04 11897 7. 

The last two generations of men (whether of the male or of the female persuasion) have 
seen huge progress in the understanding of medieval logic and of its pivotal role in form¬ 
ing the scholastic way of doing philosophy. One important thing we have learned is that 
the humanists of the early 16th century did not just aim most of their fire at the sophis¬ 
mata because that was an easy target for derision. In aiming at the sophismata they were 
aiming at the heart of scholastic culture. The liberty to test all sorts of theories under 
extreme conditions that common sense would say could never occur—that was (and remains) 
the key to success, if succes is measured by theoretical coherence. In the late Middle Ages, 
the institution of debating sophismata provided a first class test lab. 

While quite a few scholars now understand this, there is still a dearth of text editions. 
Even treatises meant for students at a rather low level of education presuppose a lot of 
knowledge that modem scholars rarely or never possess, and so they are extremely difficult 
to edit. On this background, it is most pleasant to be presented with a bulky edition of 
a 13th-century work in the sophismatic tradition. And that is what Matthew of Orleans’ 
Sophistaria is. 

In the 13th-century there were two principal ways of organizing works on sophismata 
and collections of sophismata. Either the material could be organized by (type of) syn- 
categoreme or by the logical tool used to solve the sophism—usually a distinction. In prac¬ 
tice, however, it proved difficult to ignore one principle of organization while using the 
other, so we commonly find the two methods combined or conflated. The work attrib¬ 
uted to Matthew of Orleans is fundamentally a discussion of types of logical tool, but since 
many such tools are relevant at most to one type of syncategoreme, the main division is 
into chapters about types of syncategoreme: negations, exclusives, exceptives, si, modals, 
incipit & desinit, an, and distributives. 

There is a fine Dutch tradition for investigating and editing sophismata-related works, 
with significant contributions both from H.A.G. Braakhuis 1 and L.M. de Rijk. 2 Joke Spruyt’s 
book is a welcome addition to their works, providing us with discussions of problems 
regarding more than a hundred sophismata. I warmly recommend the book for use by 
scholars, but nothing is so good it could not be better, so I shall spend most of this review 
on adding information not found in the book, and on correcting occasional errors. 

The contents of Spruyt’s book are not quite correctly described on the title page, which 
says “Edited with an introduction, notes and indices”. There is, indeed, an edition, an 
introduction and indices, but I have not managed to find the notes. 

The INTRODUCTION contains (1) a brief account of the genre of sophistariae and its 
relationship to similar genres; (2) a discussion of authorship, date, and place of origin; (3) 
a description of the contents of a related sophistaria contained in ms Toledo, B. del Cabildo 
94-26; (4) a summary of the contents of Matthew’s work; (5.1) a description of the man¬ 
uscripts used; and (5.2) an account of the editorial principles applied. Those are the sort 
of things one expects in the preface to a good edition, and much valuable information is 
presented, but one is left with the impression that the introduction was written and proof¬ 
read in a hurry. The English could have used a loving hand, and sometimes it requires 
some thinking to catch the intended sense. Thus on p. 60, lines 5-6, we are told that ms 
R contains several errors, among them that “in VI, 44 ‘desiniens’ is mistaken for ‘adve- 
niens’”. The meaning is: “/? erroneously reads desiniens instead of adveniens .” 

Some minor slips: At the bottom of p. 9 “The next chapter is on exclusives ” (my ital¬ 
ics) should have been “The next chapter is on exceptives ”, and on p. 21 per modum 
exercitus should be something like per modum actus exerciti. On p. 59, about mid-page 
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a reference to paragraph “1.162” should be to 1.161, and a few lines from the bot¬ 
tom of the page we find “in 11,121 [manuscript] R privdes [sic!] the ending of the 
sophisma with the superfluous ‘movetetur’ [sic!] instead of’currit’”. I suppose “privdes” 
is a mere typo for “provides”, but a look at the passage, (p. 190, line 19) and the 
apparatus strongly suggests that R does not add anything superfluous. Rather, what 
really goes on is that R has “tantum Sortes movetur, ergo tantum Sortes movetur” 
instead of “tantum Sortes movetur, ergo tantum Sortes currit”. 

In CHAPTER 1 Spruyt first places the distinctiones and syncategoreumata literature in the 
framework of a medieval preoccupation with ambiguity. This much is uncontroversial, but 
I am not sure that (p. 1) “Generally speaking, the mediaevals’ interest in the unravelling 
of ambiguous expressions goes back to Aristotle, who had stated that in order to solve fal¬ 
lacious arguments, one must attempt to destroy a premise or to draw distinctions (Soph, 
el. 18, 176b33-177a5).” Of course, a 13th century logician could not help being influenced 
by the Sophistici Elenchi , but I doubt that the Elenchi was the original cause of the strong 
medieval interest in ambiguity—rather, an otherwise motivated interest in the subject caused 
the Elenchi to become the first part of the Ars Nova to be standardly read in the schools. 

As for the sophismatic genres, Spruyt subdivides the syncategoreme-oriented works into 
two types, according as the discussion concentrates on the syncategoremes themselves (genre 
syncategoreumata) or on the sophismata and the ways to solve them (genre distinctiones). In 
adopting this classification Spruyt follows, among others, De Rijk who in 1988 edited a 
number of texts under the generic title of Tracts on Distinctiones Sopkismatum . 3 As a first rough 
sorting of the material, this division is probably sound, but the borders between the two 
types are rather fluid, and closer examination of all of the relevant texts may well force 
us to replace the simple dichotomy with some more subtle classification. 

In the introduction to his 1988 edition, De Rijk proposed that sophistaria or sophistria 
might be the proper designation for a distinction-oriented work, and, indeed, one of the 
mss of Matthew of Orleans’ work does describe it thus (ms T: explicit sophistaria magistri 
Matthie ) 4 . Spruyt takes over the terminology suggested by De Rijk, and therefore raises T’s 
description of the contents to the status of title of the work (Sophistaria), though she cau¬ 
tiously adds sive Summa communium distinctionum circa sophismata accidentium , the alternative title 
being based on the colophon of ms R: hie explicit summa magistri Mathei Aurel() + the author’s 
own description of his aim: communes distinctiones que sepe accidunt in sophismatibus [...] intendimus 
(P- 83). 

We may, of course, decide to use sophistariae for distinction-oriented works as opposed 
to the syncategoreme-oriented syncategore(u)mata. But it may be a little dangerous to use 
medieval terms for the classes produced by our dichotomy, because that suggests that we 
are using a well-established medieval division into genres, each with a name of its own. 
De Rijk himself in 1988 5 pointed to the inconsistency of medieval terminology, and my 
own impression is that 13th-century terminology for the several types of fallacy- and sophis- 
mata-related literature was less than stable, I am not sure that the designation sophist(a)ria 
was restricted to the distinction-oriented type of work, and I am not sure that sophist(a)ria 
and ars sophistica could not be synonyms. The matter could deserve some thorough inves¬ 
tigation. I have not carried out the necessary research, but let me show why I think there 
is a problem. 

A distinction-oriented work in ms Praha MK M.80: 151rA-156rA that by the De Rijk- 
Spruyt criteria ought to be sophistaria has the following colophon: Explicit ars sophistica. 

Boethius of Dacia in his questions on the Topics twice refers to his own ars sophistica. 
The first reference is as follows: 

signum universale additum termino aequivoco non distribuit ipsum pro suppositis 
cuiuslibet significati; vox enim non distribuitur, sed res significata per vocem, sicut 
declaravimus in arte nostra sophistica per rationes evidentes. 6 
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This could refer to a remark about the quantifier omnis in a distinction- or syncategoreme- 
oriented work. But the remark could also have occurred in a a section about equivoca¬ 
tion in a work about the fallacies of the Sophistici Elenchi. The second reference is this: 

Iuxta hoc scire debes, quod quaedam est divisio per differentias formales, qua divi- 
sione genus dividitur in species; et a privatione talis divisionis species specialissima 
est individuum. Alia est divisio per materiam, qua species specialissima dividitur per 
plura supposita, quae omnia sunt unum in forma—differentia solum per materiam— 
et sic nihil prohibet uno modo, quod homo sit individuum; tamen non sequitur 
quod universale sit individuum, sed est fallacia accidentis, sicut declaravimus in arte 
sophistica. 7 

This passage strongly suggests that Boethius’ ars sophistica was about the Aristotelian fal¬ 
lacies, and there is a good chance that it was identical with the ars de modis arguendi sophis- 
tice et solutionibus eorum to which he refers elsewhere, and in a way that makes it certain 
that it dealt with the lore of the Elenchi : 

Sed ratiocinari aliquid de aliquo apparenter et cum defectu, et quot modis hoc con- 
tingit, ex parte cuius accipitur motivum et ex parte cuius accipitur defectus, de hoc 
est liber Elenchorum. Et manifeste de hoc dictum est in arte, quam scripsi de modis 
arguendi sophistice et solutionibus eorum. 8 

In Boethius’ questions on Priscian Major there is a reference to the author’s sophistria. Only 
two mss transmit the reference, but even in the somewhat unlikely case that it was inserted 
by a medieval editor, there is no reason to doubt its information. The passage reads: 

[. . .] sublato signo a termino communi aufertur comparatio termini communis ad 
supposita. Si enim dicatur quod hoc quod est ‘homo’ per se {namely denotat com- 
parationem ad supposita}, nullam videtur habere comparationem ad supposita, nec 
de suo significato nec de suo modo significance, sicut manifeste declaravimus in sophis¬ 
tria quadam, quam ordinavimus in logica {sicut—logica only in mss Ad and F}. 9 

The sophistria could be a work of the distinctiones sophismatum type. But from the quotations 
above it is clear that the ars sophistica could very well have contained the relevant discus¬ 
sion of the relationship between common terms and their supposita , and the role of omnis , 
and so it is very tempting to identify sophistria and ars sophistica. But, I concluded above, 
the ars sophistica was a work on fallacies. 

In sum: we still do not know very much about medieval perceptions of genre in this 
area of scholastic logic. There is a piece of research to be done before we can say with 
any reasonable certainty how many genres were commonly recognized and what sort of 
name covered what sort of product. 

CHAPTER 2 of Spruyt’s introduction discusses authorship and date. One manuscript 
(Ripoll 109) offers “Magister Mattheus Aurel” and another “Magister Matthias” (Toledo 
94-25), while the remaining two offer no name. Spruyt “tentatively” opts for Mattheus 
Aurelianensis (p. 3), and then discusses the suggestion that this might be a Dominican 
referred to as Matthew of France in other sources. She righdy rejects the suggestion, 
though one of her counter-arguments will not work. “The Dominican Father”, she says, 
“is never referred to as Matthias, but always Mattheus” (p. 3). That proves nothing. The 
Mattheus/Matthias confusion found in the manuscripts of the sophistaria need not have fol¬ 
lowed the man in all contexts. Actually, Spruyt does not tell us why she prefers Matthew 
to Mathias, though one could, I suppose, argue for her choice on the ground that the 
“Aurel(ianensis)” occurring with “Mattheus” in the Ripoll manuscript suggests a source 
that was rather well-informed about the author’s identity. 
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As regards the date of the work, Spruyt tells us that “Braakhuis has assumed that it 
originates from the period between the 1220’s and 1230’s of the thirteenth century”. Here 
‘between’ should have been ‘about’, as appears from her source, Braakhuis’s 1979 disser¬ 
tation, 10 which has the wording “rond de twintiger/dertiger jaren van de 13 de eeuw”, i.e. 
“about the 20s or 30s of the thirteenth century”. Braakhuis, however, expressed himself 
in very cautious terms, adding “maar meer den een voorlopige indruk kan dit op dit 
moment niet zijn”, i.e. “but for the moment this can be no more than a provisional 
impression”. According to Spruyt pp. 3-4, Braakhuis’ dating is supported “by the way in 
which the treatise has been organised. The sophismata discussed in the treatise are typical 
examples of the kind of things brought up for discussion during this period. It has a bal¬ 
anced, systematical structure and it is quite an elaborate work, in which all kinds of prob¬ 
lems that also feature in the syncategoremata treatises are extensively analysed.” It would 
have been useful to know exactly which other texts from the 1220s or 1230s are being 
referred to—it is not easy to think of any securely dated ones. 

As regards the place of origin, a paragraph (p. 4) starts “The link of our work with 
Parisian authors, and its connection with the University of Paris is furthermore suggested 
by some doctrinal considerations.” In spite of the word “furthermore”, we have not pre¬ 
viously been offered any argument for a Parisian connection. The doctrinal evidence con¬ 
sists in a case of agreement with Jean Lepage (Pagus) and Nicholas of Paris against Peter 
of Spain and Henry of Ghent. This may carry some weight, and anyway Paris is a likely 
place for the composition of a sophistaria. But we must not forget that though Peter of 
Spain was probably not a Parisian, we do not know when or where his Summulae was 
composed. Since De Rijk’s 1972 edition of the work his dating (1230s) has been gener¬ 
ally accepted, and it may be right, but few have realized that it hung on a mistaken 
identification of a commentator, Guillelmus Amaldi, with a person who taught in Toulouse 
between 1235 and 1244. This identification gave ca. 1240 as a terminus ante quern. Unfortunately, 
we now know that Amaldi’s work was written half a century later. Of course, regular 
readers of Vivarium will know about the frustrating vagaries of research on the identity, 
time and locality of Peter of Spain from Angel d’Ors’ papers in volumes 35 (1997) and 
39 (2001) of this journal. For a discussion of the date, see 39 (2001) 244f., note 66. 

CHAPTER 3 of the introduction presents the contents of the collection of sophismata that 
I call Distinctiones Sophismatum 2.13 after its number in De Rijk’s 1988 list of such works. 
This particular work is found in several mss, viz: Cambridge, Gonville & Caius 344/540 
[not mentioned in Spruyt’s list p. 4, n. 8]; Erfurt, CA 4° 276; Roma, S. Isidoro 1/10; 
Sankt Florian, Stiftsb. XI.632; Toledo, B. Cabildo 94-26; Venezia, Marc. Z. lat. 302 (1873). 
The Toledo ms is interesting by being in the same hand as ms 94-25 of the same library, 
which contains the work by Matthew of Orleans, and Distinctiones 2.13 is likely to be 
approximately contemporary with Matthew’s work, so a comparison is very relevant. The 
collection remains unedited, but there is a 1995 edition of one of its sophismata. 11 

CHAPTER 4 is an extensive summary of Matthew’s Sophistaria , including some discussion 
of doctrinal issues and comparison with other 13th-century authors. 12 

As the structure of the whole work is not quite easy to see from Spruyt’s account and 
not quite recoverable either from her division of the text into paragraphs and her use of 
headers, I shall analyze a part of the chapter on exceptives (ch. III). It consists of: 

1.0 A statement to the effect that we shall first look at praeter. [§ 1] 

1.1.0 A rule: Quando tot excipiuntur quot supponuntur, tunc est oratio falsa. [§ 1] 

1.1.1 Presentation of a relevant sophisma, Omnis homo dijfert ab omni homine praeter quam se, 
and of its disproof, in which the rule is used. [§ 2] 

1.1.2. Presentation of a solution claiming that the men supposited and those excepted 
are not supposited and excepted in the he same way, because omnis homo makes 
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1.1.3 


1.1.4 

1.1.5 

1.1.6 

1.1.7 


1.2.9 

1.2.10 


1.2.0 

1.2.1 

1.2.2 

1.2.3 

1.2.4 sqq. 
1.3.0 

1.3.1 

1.3.2 

1.3.3 


1.3.4 sqq. 
2.0 
2.1.1 
2.1.2 

2.1.3 sqq. 


them be supposited sub quadam multitudine, while the anaphoric pronoun se makes 
them be supposited sub divisione. [§ 3] 

A list of questions to be discussed, viz. (i) Utrum tot excipiuntur quot supponuntur, 
et utrum eodem modo, (ii) Utrum relativum referat suum antecedens sine signo vel cum signo, 
(iii) De veritate et falsitate primae (in discussions of a sophisma the prima is the 
sophismatic proposition itself). [§ 3] 

Rationes quod sic & quod non of question (i). [§§ 4-10] 

Rationes quod sic & quod non of question (ii). [§§ 11-17] 

Rationes quod sit falsa & quod sit vera of question (iii). [§§ 18-24] 

Magisterial determination (solutio) of question (iii) [§ 25]. With answers to the 
disproof 13 presented in step 1.1.1 [§ 25] and to opposing arguments given in 
step 1.1.6 [§§ 26-30]. 

Determination of question (i) [§ 31]. With answers to opposing arguments 
given in step 1.1.4 [§§ 32-36]. 

Determination of question (ii) [§ 38], with excursions on two other sophismata 
to which the same solution is relevant—viz. Omnis homo est, et ille est aliquis homo 
[§ 39] and Omnis propositio vel eius contradictoria est vera [§ 39]—and with answers 
to arguments presented in step 1.1.5 [§§ 40-42]. 

A rule (distinction): Haec dictio ‘praeter’ potest teneri exceptive vel diminutive. [§ 43] 
Presentation of a relevant sophisma, Decern praeter quinque sunt quinque, and 
mention of the fact that many use the distinction of 1.2.0 to solve it. 

List of questions to be discussed: (i) Utrum ista distinctio teneat, (ii) De veritate et 
falsitate huius orationis. [§ 43] 

Discussion and determination of (i)-(ii). [§§ 44-78] 

A rule: Haec dictio ‘praeter’ non excipit simpliciter respectu huius actus “excipere”. [§ 79] 
Presentation of a relevant sophisma, Omnis homo praeter Socratem excipitur. [§ 79] 
Mention of the fact that the rule is used to rebut the disproof. [§ 79] 

List of questions to be discussed: (i) Utrum praedicta oratio ponat Socratem excipi 
simpliciter , (2) Utrum respectu huius praedicati ‘ excipere’ possit fieri exceptio simpliciter. 
[§ 79] The list omits (iii), which will actually turn up later: De veritate et falsitate. 
Discussion and determination of (i)-(iii). [§§ 80-108]. 

A statement to the effect that we shall first look at nisi. [§ 159] 

Presentation of a relevant sophisma, Nihil est verum nisi in hoc instanti. [§ 159] 
List of four questions to be discussed. [§ 160] 

Discussion &c. [§§ 161 sqq.] 


From this analysis it becomes obvious that the elementary building block of the work is 
a sophisma with accompanying questions, or problemata as they were also called, about 
matters relating to proof, disproof or solution and usually including one de veritate & fal¬ 
sitate primae. The proof, disproof and solution (= corpus sophismatis) are presented very briefly 
or even omitted, because they were well-known standard ones. This, in fact, is a very 
common form of sophisma-cum-problematibus in collections of sophismata. What distinguishes 
Matthew’s work from a mere collection of sophismata is his arrangement of the material 
by (1) type of syncategoreme, (2) particular syncategoreme, (3) logical tool, and his selec¬ 
tion of a single sophisma-cum-problematibus to elucidate the use of each logical tool relevant 
to a particular syncategoreme. 


CHAPTER 5.1 presents the four known manuscripts, viz. T = Toledo, B. Cabildo 94-25; 
R = Barcelona, Archivo de la Corona de Aragon, Ripoll 109; V - Vat. lat. 4546; P - 
Paris, BNF, lat. 16618. T and R are dated “s. XIII ad. fin”, H while Fis assigned the date 
“s. XIII-XIV”, and P (in which the work is incomplete) receives a very precise dating: 
“anno 1325”. Now, the existence of four manuscripts attests to a certain fame for the 
work—it may have become a classic of sorts. That would help explain the lateness of the 
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mss, for it is, indeed, remarkable that all four mss were executed two or more genera¬ 
tions after the supposed date of composition. If, that is, they really are that late. In the 
case of P the date of 1325 is unfounded, as I shall explain below, and I suspect a 13th- 
century date. V seems to me to be from the 13th century, and probably not from the 
very end of the century, but I am not enough of a paleographer to say anything for cer¬ 
tain. The most recent description of ms R cautiously assigns the relevant part of the ms 
to the second half of the 13th century without expressing a preference for the earlier or 
the later part of that half-century period. 15 

The section on ms T starts with a strange piece of information: “Toledo, Chapter library 
(formerly Biblioteca del Cabildo)”. I suppose what should have been said is what is said 
almost immediately afterwards: ” Biblioteca del Cabildo , now Archivo y Biblioteca Capitulares”. 
The description of T is brief, apparently because the editor has not seen the ms. Nor has 
the reviewer, but he wonders whether its measures and lay-out are the same as those of 
ms 94-26, which according to Spruyt in ch. 3 was written by the same scribe. If such is 
the case, the two copies may have been commissioned at the same time and by the same 
customer, perhaps they were even meant to be bound together. The matter might be 
worth looking into. 

The description of Ripoll 109 lists the works it contains with incipits, but the list is 
incomplete. For a thorough description of the manuscript the reader should consult an 
article by Cl. Lafleur from 1997. 16 

According to Spruyt’s description of Vat. lat. 4546, the ms contains Matthew’s work 
on ff. 12r-305, i.e. the work occupies almost three hundred folia. This at first made me 
believe that we here had a luxury edition, which would be most unusual for a work relat¬ 
ing to the teaching of logic. A look at a microfilm quashed that dream. Though I do not 
have the measures of the ms, it seems pretty clear that the size of the page is very small. 
Spruyt lists the contents of ff. 1-11 as “author: Matthew of Orleans (?)” and “contents 
“Sophistaria”. In fact, the work in case covers 12 leaves (less llv, which was originally 
left blank), the first being an unnumbered one that formerly must have been glued to the 
(wooden?) cover of the volume. Though written in a hand that seems to be roughly con¬ 
temporary with the one that wrote Matthew’s work, the twelve leaves clearly form a unit 
of their own with a different ruling than the rest of the ms. Thus the neighbourhood with 
Matthew’s work offers no reason to assume a common authorship. I propose to baptize 
the anonymous work Regulae Syncategorematum because it consists of a series of rules orga¬ 
nized by syncategoreme. A few relevant sophismata are mentioned, but without lengthy 
discussions—in fact, the whole work is very short and the sections on each syncategoreme 
very concise. The contents of the rules agree badly with Matthew’s text, so he is a very 
unlikely candidate for the title of author. 

As for Paris 16618, I have examined the ms in the Bibliotheque Nationale in 1991 and 
can supplement Spruyt’s description as follows: 

Codex compositus (partes a-Q, saec. 14.1 & 13.2, membr., mm 150 x 191, ff 165. 

a) 1-39 + 165 “Compilatio Durandi”, i.e.: 

lrA-6vA <Gerardus de Nogento?> Comm, in Porphyrium 

6vA-26rA Comm, in Arist. Cat. 

26rA-39vB + 165rA Comm, in Arist. Int. cum duobus prooemiis 
P) 40rA-114rA Anon., Regulae et sophismata grammaticalia (( Sicut dicit Remigius” X1 
114rB-l 17v vac. 

118r Anon., Qmestio utrum dictio aequivoca sit una pars orationis (frgm.). 18 
y) 119-136v <Matthaeus Aurelianensis>, Sophistaria 
8) 137r & 138r-152v Anon., Sophismata logicalia et grammaticalia 

137v-138r Anon., Commentarii in Arist. SE, prooemium (fine mutil.). 19 
e) 153r-160r Anon., Quaestiones in Arist. De Anima, fine mutil. 

Q 161-164v Anon., Quaestiones sive sophismata grammaticalia 
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Part (y) consists of two quaternions, 119-126 and 127-136. Unfortunately I have no notes 
about the probable date of this part, but at least there is no reason to think it was copied 
in 1325. That year is, indeed, mentioned in the colophon of part (a) on f. 165r, but that 
is irrelevant for part (y). 

CHAPTER 5.2 explains the ratio edendi, which roughly comes to this: T functions as dux 
and is followed whenever it provides a satisfactory text. If not, help is primarily sought 
from V Next in rank comes R, and P is at the bottom of the scale of nobility, though it 
can be of use in some otherwise desperate situations. I have no reason to doubt the gen¬ 
eral correctness of Spruyt’s ranking of the mss, but her examples of cases in which one 
has to resort to P as a last resort are not all convincing. At 11.26 “ista P: aliqua 20 TVR" 
it is actually P that is wrong, and confronted with the twice repeated variant in 11.38 
“excludat P: excluditur TVR" I would opt for excluditur any day, though excludat is defen¬ 
sible. At IV. 15 “P leaves out the superfluous ‘solutioni’”, we are told on p. 59, and the 
apparatus ad loc. (295.10) confirms the distribution “0 P : solutioni TVR ”’. The problem is 
that while solutioni is indeed superfluous, it is also entirely harmless. The sentence runs: Et 
quamvis ista solutio sit probabilis, tamen priori [+ solutioni P] magis consentimus. Without solutioni 
the reader would mentally supply it from the preceding solutio. With it, he could save a 
little mental energy. 21 


The EDITION itself represents a lot of hard work. If anyone doubts it, all he has to do 
is to look at the ample apparatus. In fact, one might question the value of recording so 
many variants, it would have been easier to find the important ones if there were no 
entries like the one that informs us that one manuscript has Ergo in loco huius against Ergo 
loco huius in the others (p. 216.22). But, at any rate, the important variants are there, and 
though I have not actually checked the editor’s readings against the manuscripts, I see no 
reason to distrust her information. 

On the whole, the editor also seems to have produced an essentially correct text with 
a sensible punctuation. This is no small feat in view of how few similar texts have been 
published. Sometimes, however, she has selected the wrong reading or failed to notice a 
corruption. Unsystematic reading of various parts of the book suggested a number of emen¬ 
dations to me, which I communicate below. Read the entries as follows: 


86.1 quod] cum TV. 
290.5 tenebitur] tenebit 
227.27 tillat 


At p. 86, line 1 the edition has quod, but I propose to read cum (with 
TV) 

At p. 290, line 5, the edition has tenebitur; I propose to read tenebit 
even though the apparatus records that reading from no manuscript. 

The ilia that occurs at p. 227, line 27 seems to me to be corrupt. 


List of proposed emendations'. 
86.1 

114.9 

150.25 

153.20 

154.8 

154.10 


162.7-8 


quod] cum TV 

et quod debeat remanere universale] should have been italicized and 
joined with the preceding line, it is the second half of the rule stated there. 
Aut ratione forme] Ratione autem forme. Cf. the almost correct 
reading of VR: Ratione enim forme, 
ista] aliqua TVR. 
quoniam] quod 

quia autem] Suspect. If the reading is to be saved, one should emend 
fiat into fit and punctuate as follows : Quia autem facta generali, ibi 
fit specialis, dicitur. . . . 

Cum ergo multiplex, consequitur veritatem et falsitatem.] Non¬ 
sensical. Perhaps some text is missing after multiplex. 
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164.2 

166.2 

168.17 

172.15 

182.7,26, 186.8,23,24 

183.4 

183.5 
183.13-15 


201.1 

201 . 21-22 


216.8 

220.25 

222.19 

225.5 

227.27 

228.26 

230.21 


246.7,24 

281.5 

290.5 
293.16-19 


293 

296.6 

297.6 


298.2 

341.16 

342.20-22 


404.20 

426.4 
435.15 

437.4 


esse homine] esse hominem. Cf. the apparatus. 

cum possit duos sensus habere] cum possint duo {or diversi} 

sensus haberi. Cf. the apparatus. 

in parte propositione] in proposition P. 

principium ex quibus] principia ex quibus 

infinit<iv>um/a] infinitum/a 

Delete <cuius> 

alius] aliud P 

Delete the two inserted words, and do not italicize ad aliquid. Read : Ens 
in potentia ad aliquid, si sint plura per que possit finiri, eodem 
modo finitur per unum et per alterum. 
excludat] excludit V 

comparatur sicut totum ad ipsum totum. <Et> ipsum totum dico 
‘universale’] comparatur sicut totum ad ipsum—totum, dico, uni¬ 
versale. 

accipit modum aacipit modum significandi] accipit modum signi- 
ficandi 

demonstraret] demonstret (which actually appears to be the ms reading, 
see apparatus) 
tamen] tunc 

probationem] improbationem VP 

tiUat 

est sub multitudine intellectu] est sub multitudine intellectum or 
sub multitudine intelligitur. Cf. app. 

terminum] tantum. Spruyt herself has performed the same emendation 
at 231.1; the argument requires that the same reading be adopted in both 
places. 

Delete <Sed>. The text is perfectly intelligible and idiomatically 
correct without the addition. 

De modo probandi] De modo improbandi 
tenebitur] tenebit 

Change the punctuation as follows: Ergo cum hec dictio ‘si’ non ope- 
ratur actualem multiplicitatem—est enim equivocatio secundum 
actualem multiplicitatem—non enim potest actu multa significare, 
manifestum est quod hec dictio ‘si’ non potent equivocari. 
app. 12 proter] propter 
et <si> magis, due] et magis due 

quoniam] tamen V Alternatively, the punctuation could be changed into 
et quoniam non quelibet, similiter dico, but V’s reading is much the 
best. 

potest aliquid cognoscere] either potest aliquid cognosci, or con- 
tingit aliquid cognoscere VRP 
Delete <simpliciter> 

non sequitur ‘omnis homo vel asinus; ergo omnis homo’ vel ‘ergo 
omnis asinus’. Sed sic fiet descensus iste ‘homo vel asinus’] non 
sequitur ‘omnis homo vel asinus, ergo iste homo’ vel ‘ergo iste 
asinus’, sed sic fiet descensus: ‘iste homo vel asinus’. 
copularent] copulent TR 
Delete <autem> 

tribus hominis] tribus hominibus 

Delete <sed>. The addition does not change the sense, but it is superfluous. 
It is perfectly idiomatically correct to say Aliquid desinit inesse Sorti. 
Non albedo in se, quoniam adhuc conveniet ei; sed albedo cum 
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excessu, i.e. Something ceases to be in Socrates. Not whiteness by itself, 
for it will still belong to him, but whiteness-cum-exceeding. 

440.16-18 Et huic solutioni que ponit primam esse veram magis consentio—ne videa- 
tur communi opinioni contradicere quam plures ponunt—, quod sit vera quam 
quod sit falsa.] Et huic solutioni, que ponit primam esse veram, magis con¬ 
sentio ne videar communi opinioni contradicere, quoniam plures ponunt 
quod sit vera quam quod sit falsa. Apart from a change ofpunctuation this invokes 
reading videar for videatur and quoniam for quam. The reading quoniam is 
supported by ms R, and V offers quia, which also yields the required sense. 

Copenhagen Sten Ebbesen 

1 Braakhuis, H.A.G., De 13de Eeuwse Tractaten over Syncategorematische Termen , vols. 1-2, 
Diss., Leiden: Meppel 1979. 

2 Notably De Rijk, L.M. (ed.), Some Earlier Parisian Tracts on Distinctiones Sophismatum , 
Nijmegen 1988; id., Peter of Spain, Syncategoreumata, Leiden 1992. 

3 De Rijk, L.M. (ed.), Some Earlier Parisian Tracts on Distinctiones Sophismatum , Nijmegen 
1988. 

4 See Spruyt’s apparatus at p. 526. 

5 Some Earlier Parisian Tracts , pp. x-xi. 

6 Boethius Dacus, Quaestiones super librum Topicorum , ed. N.J. Green-Pedersen & J. Pinborg, 
Corpus Philosophoroum Danicorum Medii Aevi (= CPhD ) VI. 1: 118. 

7 Boethius Dacus, op. cit., CPhD VI. 1: 132. 

8 Boethius Dacus, op. cit., CPhD VI. 1: 8. 

9 Boethius Dacus, Modi significandi sive Quaestiones super Priscianum maiorem , ed. J. Pinborg 
& H. Roos, CPhD IV: 285. 

10 Braakhuis, H.A.G., De 13de eeuwse tractaten over syncategorematische termen , Meppel 1979, 
vol. I, p. 32. 

11 Deus scit quicquid scivit was edited in: Ebbesen, S., Thirteenth-century Logic. Selected texts, 
in: CIMAGL, 65 (1995), 213-361, at pp. 226-36. 

12 An oversight: On p. 24, n. 24 Spruyt mentions Anonymus Erfordensis’ Tantum unum 
est (ms Erfurt CA 4°328), but fails to mention that it was edited in S. Ebbesen & H.A.G. 
Braakhuis, Anonymi Erfordensis (= Roberti Kilwardby ?) Sophisma TANTUM UNUM EST, in: 
CIMAGL, 67 (1997), 105-25. 

13 Spruyt’s edition has “ad probationem” at 225.5, and therefore wrongly indicates that 
the argument answered is that of §24. As may be seen from the apparatus, mss P and V 
have the correct improbationem. 

14 “ad. fin.” surely means “late”, “towards the end”, and if it were not for the full stop 
after ‘ad.’ I would read it as ‘ad finem’. 

15 Lafleur, Claude, Description commentee du ms. Ripoll 109 , in: id. (ed.), L’enseignement de la 
philosophic au XHP siecle. Autour du “Guide de Vetudiant” du ms. Ripoll 109, Turnout 1997; at 
p. 563. 

16 Lafleur, op. cit. 

17 Cf. Irene Rosier, Les sophismes grammatical au X1IP siecle , in: Medioevo, 17 (1991), 
175-230. 

18 Ed. S. Ebbesen, in: CIMAGL, 62 (1992), 118. 

19 Ed. A. Tabarroni & S. Ebbesen, A Fragmentary 13th-century Commentary on the Sophistici 
Elenchi in ms Paris BN lat. 16618 , in: CIMAGL, 60 (1990), 121-8. 

20 In the introduction, p. 59, the reading of TVR is given as alique, which admittedly is 
nonsense, but according to the apparatus to p. 153.20 of the edition TVR actually offer 
aliqua, which makes beautiful sense in the context: “non solvuntur aliqua sophismata per 
hanc” namely distinctionem “proprie, sed alique argumentationes ” (my italics and bold face). 



316 


REVIEWS 


The contrast is between not any sophismata and some arguments , ‘aliqu-’ being used both where 
the English has any and where it has some. 

21 Incidentally, the paragraphing needs emendation at this point. The first 2V2 lines of 
II. 15 belong together with the preceding two §§, in which one solution has been presented. 
The remainder of 11.15 presents an alternative solution, which is finally rejected in the 
sentence quoted above. 


Robert D. F. Pring-Mill, Der Mikrokosmos Ramon Hulls: Eine Einjuhrung in das mittelalterliche 
Weltbild , aus dem Katalanischen iibersetzt von Ulli Roth. Frommann-Holzboog, 
Stuttgart/Bad Cannstatt 2001 (Clavis Pansophiae 9), 148 pp., 14 ill., cl. ISBN 3 7728 
2002 6 

The works of Ramon Llull (ca. 1232-1316), one of the most original thinkers of his age, 
made a lasting impression on the European mind, especially in the Renaissance. Llull had 
attempted around 1287 and 1297 (with varying success) to gain support for his Ars at the 
university of Paris, and certainly his pupil Le Myesier did much to ensure the endurance 
of his master’s teachings in spite of the antilullist campaigns of Nicholas Eymeric and Jean 
Gerson. But it was in the Renaissance and the Baroque period that Lullian studies came 
to full blossom, notably at the hands of men such as Cusanus, Lefevre d’Etaples, Bruno 
and the young Leibniz. The very name of Llull evoked visions of esoteric knowledge (spu¬ 
rious alchemical and cabalistic works came to be attributed to him) or simply incurred 
derision for its loquaciousness (as Descartes had suggested in a letter of 1619). 

The idea that wine ripens with age no doubt motivated Frommann-Holzboog (also 
partly on the instigation of Charles Lohr) to produce a new German translation of an 
original monograph on Llull written by Robert Pring-Mill in Catalan some four decades 
ago: El microcosmos Lullia (Palma de Mallorca, 1961). Der Mikrokosmos Ramon Hulls is a 
handsomely bound booklet and appears as volume 9 of the series Clavis Pansophiae (Eine 
Bibliothek der Universalwissenschaften in Renaissance und Barock, eds. C. Lohr and 
W. Schmidt-Biggeman) which, so far, has seen to the publication of attractive facsimile 
reprints of, e.g., Guillaume Postel’s 1552 edition of the Sefer Jezirah, Fludd’s Utriusque cosmi 
historia , and, significantly, Llull’s Opera (in the 1651 Strassbourg edition by Zetzner), to 
which this new translation is no doubt considered a companion volume. 

Pring-Mill, a former professor of Spanish at the University of Oxford, who has pub¬ 
lished widely on Llull and on Spanish and Latin-American literature, is a professed devo¬ 
tee of Llull and his ‘structural’ Christian philosophy. The Doctor Illuminatus is consistently 
referred to as El Beat / Der Selige and the format itself of the monograph, so the explicit 
at the end of the book explains, is dedicated to the glory of God. Thus it has three parts 
(in honour of the Trinity) and thirteen chapters (matching the number of Christ and his 
twelve apostles), three chapters in part one (analogous to the three powers of the soul), 
six chapters in part two (the six senses of man) and four chapters in the final part (the 
four elements). This structure, expounded in the explicit , is basically meant as an embel¬ 
lishment in more lulliano, since there is no direct relationship between the soul, the senses, 
the elements and the chapters of the book. Roughly speaking, the first part of the book 
deeds with Llull’s life and work, the second part with the general medieval world picture, 
and the final one with Lullian cosmology. Pring-Mill’s aim is to introduce not so much 
the working of the Lullian art, but rather the general principles and substrates of medieval 
thought on which the art is based and through which it is both meaningful and func¬ 
tional. Pring-Mill therefore addresses a more general readership, interested not only in phi¬ 
losophy or theology but also in literature, and hence the book automatically elicits a 
comparison with Lewis’s Discarded Image or Boyde’s books on Dante. Like Lewis, Pring- 
Mill gives a clear general sketch of the medieval world view, but his scope is limited com¬ 
pared to Lewis’s. This becomes even more apparent on comparison of this monograph 
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with Boyde’s probing reconstructions of Dante’s world. Yet, given the modest size of the 
book, Der Mikrokosmos Ramon Llulls still contains necessary preliminaries and useful insights 
for the beginning student of Llull. 

In the first part of the book the reader is briefly introduced to the life and times of 
Ramon Llull who was bom in Palma (then known as the Ciutat de Mallorques) shortly 
after the Christian reconquest of the island. Majorca would remain a place of conflicting 
creeds for a long time and this was to greatly influence Llull, who after his famous vision 
on Mount Randa (1274), dedicated himself to the study of, among other things, Latin and 
Arabic, with the sole purpose of converting Muslims to Christianity. A prolific writer, Llull 
had already made significant contributions to Catalan literature but his new studies lead 
to the production of his Ars, which, on the basis of shared intellectual positions—i.e. a 
reconciliation of Platonism and Aristotelianism which Jewish, Christian and Muslim thinkers 
would agree upon—sought to expound the Christian doctrines of the Trinity and the 
Incarnation and make them acceptable to non-Christians. His art, in a way, is an art of 
persuasion. To meet the universal claims of his Ars, Llull had to rely on a commonly 
accepted world picture, the various elements of which Pring-Mill discusses in the second 
part of his book (partly relying on Sambursky’s Physical World of the Greeks). There is a 
chapter on the great chain of being and the hierarchic structure of reality ranking from 
the elementary domain to the domain of God. There are chapters on the four elements, 
the four qualities and the four humours, on the celestial spheres and astrology, on Pythagorean 
number theory and number mysticism, and, finally, on the relation between the micro- 
and macrocosmos. The descriptions are terse and general but nevertheless lucid and per¬ 
tinent to the subject of the book. 

Most important of course are Llull’s applications of these shared ideas. He was pro¬ 
foundly influenced by Augustinian neoplatonism (i.e. Augustine’s De Trinitate) —a tradition 
that had inspiring representatives in Anselm of Canterbury, Bonaventure and the Victorines 
and that gave Llull the required intellectual background for tracing reflections of the Trinity 
in the structure of reality (mainly on the basis of analogy). In Chapter 2, Pring-Mill gives 
a brief survey of Llull’s doctrine of the dignities, the relative principles and the combina¬ 
tory principles, with an all too terse explanation of three of Llull’s fgurae (A, T, S). (Readers 
interested in the Lullian art and its figures had best turn to the relevant works by Yates 
and Bonner, or, more recently, Alexander Fidora’s edition and translation of the Ars bre¬ 
vis [Hamburg, 1999].) The dignities are a series of nine divine predicates ( Bonitas , Magnitudo, 
Duratio, Potestas, etc.) which are one and interchangeable in the Godhead, but each of 
which, in the world, unfolds in a ternary of subordinate principles. In Chapters 11 and 
12, Pring-Mill studies Llull’s doctrines in greater detail, paying special attention to Llull’s 
correlative triads, which he distinguishes in substances (form, matter, and concordantia) as 
well as in actions (agent, patient, action) and which, through what some came to regard 
as abstruse linguistic innovations (perhaps inspired by his knowledge of Arabic), he desig¬ 
nated by means of the suffixes -tivum, -bile, and -are (so that, e.g., Bonitas would unfold in 
the triad bonificativum, bonificabile and bonificare, and so on). After having traced the devel¬ 
opment of Llull’s Ars in various works, Pring-Mill expounds Llull’s doctine on the anal¬ 
ogy between macro- and microcosmos by analysing a chapter from the Libre de home: 
“home, com es home” (‘man, how is man’) in order to demonstrate the efficiency of Llull’s 
terminology. Whereas scholastic thinkers like Aquinas would posit the unity of soul and 
body in terms of form and matter, Llull postulates three principles: form, act, and mat¬ 
ter, each comprising a set of twa, are, and bilia respectively. Among the tiva, for instance, 
one not only finds the intellectivum or the memorativum (active principles of the soul) but also 
the sensitivum and vegetativum (active principles of the body), which illustrates Llull’s way of 
interweaving the spiritual and material worlds in his depiction of man as microcosmos. It 
is especially this chapter on Llull’s anthropology that makes the monograph a valuable 
introduction to the thought of El Beat. In his epilogue Pring-Mill argues that although the 
medieval world picture is a ‘discarded image’, Llull’s interpretative skills in applying this 
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model for finding correlatives of the Trinity in creation, may still elicit inspiration and 
surprise—an appealing position for those who regard the Doctor Illuminatus not only as a 
hero of Catalan culture but also as a defender of the faith. 

It is a pity the contents of the book have not been updated, although some modifications 
were made in relation to the original publication. A subtitle (Eine Einjuhrung in das mittel- 
alterliche Weltbild) was added to slightly expand the scope of the book, as well as some foot¬ 
notes and a bibliography at the end. Unfortunately, some important publications on Llull 
(Hillgarth, Yates, Bonner) remain unmentioned, even though Pring-Mill was acknowledged 
as an authority on Llull by all. This latter point will no doubt have persuaded Lohr and 
the publishers to make Pring-Mill’s Catalan monograph known to a wider readership but 
in the context of the Clams Pansophiae series one would have expected a work with a clearer 
bearing on Lullism in the Renaissance and the Baroque period. As it now stands, Der 
Mikrokosmos Ramon Hulls provides an accessible and rudimentary, but also knowledgable 
introduction to Llull’s thought. 

Groningen Jan R. Veenstra 


Hajo Keffer, De Obligationibus. Rekonstruktion einer spatmittelalterlichen Disputationstheorie. Brill, 
Leiden-Boston-Koln 2001, pp. ix + 290. ISBN 90 04 12248 6 (Originally a Ph.D. 
thesis, Faculty of Philosophy - Ernst-Moritz-Arndt-Universitat Greifswald, 1999.) 

Treatises on obligations contain one of the most important, yet puzzling, developments of 
medieval logic. Obligational terminology is found in the late twelfth century (though Keffer 
does not mention this), and the theory was already well-advanced in Paris by 1240-1250. 
In 1302 Walter Burley wrote a treatise which summarized much previous material, and 
laid the foundations for later developments. 1 Another important treatise was by Roger 
Swyneshed (between 1330 and 1335), who presented what came to be called the nova 
responsio , as opposed to the antiqua responsio of Burley and his followers. The treatises dis¬ 
cussed the rules for obligational disputations, which, at least at the practical level, were 
logical exercises for students. They got their title because of the rules obliging one to 
employ the three legitimate ways of responding, ‘ concedo ’ (‘I grant it’), ‘nego* (‘I deny it’), 
and ‘ dubito ’ (‘I am in doubt about it’), in certain ways. 2 

The most important of the different types of obligational disputation, and the one on 
which Keffer focusses, was positio. In this type of disputation, the first player, the oppo¬ 
nent, began the game by positing a proposition which the second player, the respondent, 
had to admit, provided that it was logically possible, and then to grant whenever it was 
proposed. This positum was normally false, and it was usually trivial in content. Next the 
opponent had to propose a series of other propositions, which could be either true or 
false. In replying to these, the respondent had to follow the rules of the game. According 
to the antiqua responsio , if a proposition followed from the set formed by the positum , the 
propositions already granted, and the negations of propositions already denied, it had to 
be granted. If a proposition was inconsistent with the set so determined, it had to be 
denied. If a proposition was such that neither it nor its negation followed from the set so 
determined, it was called impertinens or irrelevant, and the respondent had to reply to it 
according to his current state of knowledge. In the usual rules, once an irrelevant propo¬ 
sition had been admitted into the sequence, it (or its negation) became relevant, but in 
the nova responsio , Roger Swyneshed insisted that irrelevant propositions should maintain 
their status. For Swyneshed, relevance was strictly a matter of a relation between the posi¬ 
tum and those propositions that follow from or are incompatible with it alone. This pro¬ 
duced two separate sets of responses, one involving relevant propositions, and one involving 
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model for finding correlatives of the Trinity in creation, may still elicit inspiration and 
surprise—an appealing position for those who regard the Doctor Illuminatus not only as a 
hero of Catalan culture but also as a defender of the faith. 

It is a pity the contents of the book have not been updated, although some modifications 
were made in relation to the original publication. A subtitle (Eine Einjuhrung in das mittel- 
alterliche Weltbild) was added to slightly expand the scope of the book, as well as some foot¬ 
notes and a bibliography at the end. Unfortunately, some important publications on Llull 
(Hillgarth, Yates, Bonner) remain unmentioned, even though Pring-Mill was acknowledged 
as an authority on Llull by all. This latter point will no doubt have persuaded Lohr and 
the publishers to make Pring-Mill’s Catalan monograph known to a wider readership but 
in the context of the Clams Pansophiae series one would have expected a work with a clearer 
bearing on Lullism in the Renaissance and the Baroque period. As it now stands, Der 
Mikrokosmos Ramon Hulls provides an accessible and rudimentary, but also knowledgable 
introduction to Llull’s thought. 

Groningen Jan R. Veenstra 


Hajo Keffer, De Obligationibus. Rekonstruktion einer spatmittelalterlichen Disputationstheorie. Brill, 
Leiden-Boston-Koln 2001, pp. ix + 290. ISBN 90 04 12248 6 (Originally a Ph.D. 
thesis, Faculty of Philosophy - Ernst-Moritz-Arndt-Universitat Greifswald, 1999.) 

Treatises on obligations contain one of the most important, yet puzzling, developments of 
medieval logic. Obligational terminology is found in the late twelfth century (though Keffer 
does not mention this), and the theory was already well-advanced in Paris by 1240-1250. 
In 1302 Walter Burley wrote a treatise which summarized much previous material, and 
laid the foundations for later developments. 1 Another important treatise was by Roger 
Swyneshed (between 1330 and 1335), who presented what came to be called the nova 
responsio , as opposed to the antiqua responsio of Burley and his followers. The treatises dis¬ 
cussed the rules for obligational disputations, which, at least at the practical level, were 
logical exercises for students. They got their title because of the rules obliging one to 
employ the three legitimate ways of responding, ‘ concedo ’ (‘I grant it’), ‘nego* (‘I deny it’), 
and ‘ dubito ’ (‘I am in doubt about it’), in certain ways. 2 

The most important of the different types of obligational disputation, and the one on 
which Keffer focusses, was positio. In this type of disputation, the first player, the oppo¬ 
nent, began the game by positing a proposition which the second player, the respondent, 
had to admit, provided that it was logically possible, and then to grant whenever it was 
proposed. This positum was normally false, and it was usually trivial in content. Next the 
opponent had to propose a series of other propositions, which could be either true or 
false. In replying to these, the respondent had to follow the rules of the game. According 
to the antiqua responsio , if a proposition followed from the set formed by the positum , the 
propositions already granted, and the negations of propositions already denied, it had to 
be granted. If a proposition was inconsistent with the set so determined, it had to be 
denied. If a proposition was such that neither it nor its negation followed from the set so 
determined, it was called impertinens or irrelevant, and the respondent had to reply to it 
according to his current state of knowledge. In the usual rules, once an irrelevant propo¬ 
sition had been admitted into the sequence, it (or its negation) became relevant, but in 
the nova responsio , Roger Swyneshed insisted that irrelevant propositions should maintain 
their status. For Swyneshed, relevance was strictly a matter of a relation between the posi¬ 
tum and those propositions that follow from or are incompatible with it alone. This pro¬ 
duced two separate sets of responses, one involving relevant propositions, and one involving 
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irrelevant propositions. As a result, one could deny a conjunction both of whose parts had 
been granted, and grant a disjunction both of whose parts had been denied. 

The task of the opponent in the game of obligations was to lead the respondent to the 
point of accepting an inconsistent set, either by explicitly granting and denying the same 
proposition, or by granting (or denying) a proposition which ought to have been denied 
(or granted). Keffer, like many of the texts themselves, focusses on the latter case, which 
involves the accusation, couched in metalinguistic terms, “P must be granted (denied) and 
you deny (grant) P.” The task of the respondent, of course, was to avoid falling into such 
a trap while remaining obedient to the rules. 

The biggest problem presented by treatises on obligations has to do with their purpose. 
They were certainly closely connected with the theories of consequences and of insolubles. 
Equally certainly they were closely connected with undergraduate training. Among other 
possibilities, it has been suggested that they also presented theories of counter-factual con¬ 
ditionals, that they presented a theory of belief-revision, and that they represented thought- 
experiments in which retrospective construction of a possible-world takes place. While 
Keffer generally ignores the connection with insolubles (about which I shall say more below), 
he pays some attention to the other views, while concluding that obligations could serve 
the dual purpose of providing undergraduate exercises and meeting a more purely theo¬ 
retical interest. The chief topic of his book is the delineation of such a theoretical interest. 

Keffer hopes to achieve “a sympathetic entry” (einen teilnehmenden ^jugang) into the medieval 
texts by formulating a particular hypothesis about the dual interest of obligations and by 
using what he calls “structural hermeneutics” to examine it. The examination is intended 
to do justice to the tension between the “historical interest”, that is, the interest that the 
study of obligations may have had for the medieval authors themselves, and the “struc¬ 
tural interest” that modem logicians and philosophers have in the study of certain phe¬ 
nomena, those of dialogue and debate, while bringing out the close relationship between 
the two interests. The three elements of structural hermeneutics are transposition ( Uber - 
tragung), reconstruction, and review (Uberpriifung). The first step of the hermeneutic enter¬ 
prise is to make sense of medieval authors by transposing their claims into terms suitable 
for modern interests, to use this transposition to show that their original statements are 
indeed endowed with sense by the current reading, and thereby to identify the theme of 
their work. Keffer argues that obligational disputations have the character of “a very 
abstract and artificial discourse-situation” ( Gesprachssitualion ) and that they seem to provide 
a model for object-oriented disputations (. sachorientierte Streitgesprache). The notion of object- 
oriented disputations can then be taken as a general theme. Keffer distinguishes such dis¬ 
putations from rhetorical disputations in which the worst arguments may in the end be 
the most convincing, given that they are the most eloquent. In an object-oriented dispu¬ 
tation, the aim is to clarify the facts of the case, and the respondent is required to be 
ready to be convinced by the arguments of the opponent when these are better than his 
own. In such disputations, two rules are particularly important, the conservation rule, which 
requires the respondent to maintain the original position, and the plausibility rule, which 
requires the respondent to accept the more plausible claims. 

The second step of the hermeneutic enterprise is reconstruction, and here Keffer’s main 
achievement is his Rekonstruktionslogik, which provides an elaborate formal model of object- 
oriented disputations. He recognizes the limitations of his system, insofar as it uses classi¬ 
cal propositional logic and ignores indexicals, temporal logic and quantificational logic, 
together with a wide range of semantic issues. Nonetheless, as is brought out by the third 
step, review, or general reflection on the relation between the results of transposition and 
the results of reconstruction, there is a close correspondence between the informal mod¬ 
els of an object-oriented disputation presented by medieval authors and the formal model. 
This confirms Keffer’s hypothesis about the close relations between the historical interest 
and the structural interest. 
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Keffer’s reconstruction also allows him to analyse the differences between the two respon- 
siones. The antiqua responsio privileges the conservation rule, while the nova responsio privi¬ 
leges the plausibility rule, chiefly by not allowing the derivation of arbitrarily chosen false 
contingent statements. At the same time, it allows a certain kind of implausibility, insofar 
as it allows a correct disputation to include inconsistent subsets of propositions, provided 
that such subsets mix relevant and irrelevant propositions. This unfortunate result is the 
consequence of the nova responsio'$ modification of the conditions under which obligations 
are accepted, and its related rejection of the antiqua responsio ’s requirement that any propo¬ 
sition be responded to in accordance with its consistency with and logical relations to pre¬ 
viously granted propositions. A consequence of these differences is that the nova responsio 
is static, while the antiqua responsio is dynamic, allowing the obligational status of proposi¬ 
tions to change as the disputation proceeds. For instance, a proposition P which is known 
to be false must be denied if it appears directly after the positum ‘P or Q’, but must be 
granted if it appears after T or Q) and the additional proposition ‘not Q\ 

The most important feature of both responsiones is that, despite their differences, they do 
not allow conflicting obligations if the rules are correctly applied. If P must be granted 
(or denied) at a particular point in a sequence, then it cannot be denied (or granted) in 
the next step. Keffer makes much use of this feature of “obligational consistency along 
with correctness” (Verpflichtungskonsistenz bei Korrektheit), which he sees as basic for object-ori¬ 
ented disputations. Through the study of selected sophismata which seem to show that the 
very same proposition must be both granted and denied, and whose solutions show either 
that the appearance of obligational inconsistency is mistaken, or that the rules have not 
been correctly applied, he concludes that he has found further confirmation of his hypo¬ 
thesis that the medievals were concerned with object-oriented disputations. 

Some of the most interesting parts of the book involve Keffer’s investigation of what 
he calls “regelsprachliche Sophismata”, that is, those sophismata which involve disputa¬ 
tions whose posita contain expressions, such as “to be granted” and “is the positum ”, which 
are taken from the rules themselves. Keffer distinguishes between Disputlogik, which uses a 
specially-formulated language and an implication relation to portray the process of dispu¬ 
tation as found in medieval texts, and Analyselogik, which carries out the metalinguistic 
assessment of the steps within a disputation. He points out that medieval authors used the 
concepts of Analjyselogik within Disputlogik, and that the regebprachliche Sophismata are prob¬ 
lematic because statements from Disputlogik , such as “P is the positum ”, can be confused 
with statements from Analyselogik. He then sets up a formal language LAM with the aid of 
which the Disputlogik of the antiqua responsio can be represented as LOG A and that of the 
nova responsio as LOGy These logics differ from each other with respect to their implica¬ 
tion-relation, and from Rekonstruktionslogik in that the latter serves to define and clarify the 
logical relations within object-oriented disputations, whereas the former portray these rela¬ 
tions in obligation-specific terminology. Nonetheless, they capture inferences which hold 
within Rekonstruktionslogik , and they succeed in avoiding obligational inconsistency while mak¬ 
ing it plain why that appearance might have arisen. 

Keffer also discusses a further feature of the nova responsio , though not one which was 
confined to the nova responsio , namely the presence of obligation-sensitive rules. Here he 
has in mind the modification of the rule “Every positum must be granted” by the addition 
of the extra clauses “provided that it is not inconsistent with the positio ” (i non repugnans posi- 
tioni) and “provided that it has no obligation relevant to it” (sine obligation ad hoc pertinente). 
The proviso that in such cases the positum must be treated as if it is irrelevant has, he 
claims, a trivializing effect, insofar as it produces disputations in which the epistemic sta¬ 
tus of the propositions put forward is the only factor determining what response is to be 
given. Keffer speculates that the purpose of obligation-sensitive rules is this trivializing 
effect, and that it would enable one to discuss the correctness of one’s responses within 
the disputation without the discussion being itself subject to disputational obligations. He 
also remarks that most authors eschewed obligation-sensitive rules, thereby avoiding the 
trivializing effect. 3 
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Despite the interest of this discussion, it is somewhat misleading in relation to the actual 
texts. First, one needs to make a sharper distinction than does Keffer between the two 
clauses. The first clause is much more widely used than the second, which I have found 
in only a handful of English sources. Moreover, it was used not just against posita con¬ 
taining rule-related expressions but against problematic posita in general, including “You 
do not exist”. 4 Nor did it necessarily require that problematic posita be treated as irrele¬ 
vant, for in some authors it was used to prevent the very admission of such posita. The 
second clause seems to have another function, which is brought out by one possible 
approach to sophismata of the form “P is the positum ”, where P is either impossible or 
contingent but false. Such sophismata typically gave rise to the following inference: “Every 
positum must be granted; P is the positum; therefore P must be granted.” Three approaches 
were now possible. On one approach, found in Buser, the inference and the premisses are 
granted, and it is recognized that it is perfectly legitimate to deny P while granting “P 
must be granted”. On a second approach, found in Brinkley, the inference is rejected 
because the second premiss does not properly preserve the form of a syllogism in Darii. 
P is not in fact the positum of the disputation in question, for the positum is the entire 
proposition “P is the positum ”. Alternatively, if the form of the inference is preserved, one 
must reject the second premiss as not being the positum of the disputation in question. 
However, this approach has the disadvantage that the inference does look as if it has a 
correct form, and the minor premiss does look as if it is the positum. Hence the third 
approach, which Keffer does not consider, sets out to block the inference by denying the 
rule as stated in the first premiss. 5 The rule is said to hold only with the extra clause 
“sine obligatione ad hoc pertinente”. P is then a positum , so that “P is the positum ” can be 
granted, but P is not a positum of the required sort, so that P can be denied. In this exam¬ 
ple, it seems to be P rather than “P is the positum ” which is treated as irrelevant. Moreover, 
the interest of the authors seems to focus on the acceptability of a particular inference- 
form, rather than general trivializing effects. 

In fact, a concern with inference seems to lie at the root of the nova responsio in gen¬ 
eral, including Swyneshed’s characteristic theses that one may deny a conjunction whose 
conjuncts have been granted, and that one may grant a disjunction whose disjuncts have 
been denied. I have argued elsewhere, in an article that does not appear in Keffer’s bib¬ 
liography, that there is evidence to support the claim that Swyneshed was animated by 
the belief that a valid inference requires a single premiss, though that premiss may be 
complex, and that “P, Q, therefore P and Q,” is therefore not an acceptable inference. 6 If 
my claim is correct, it casts doubt on Keffer’s claim (p. 177) that the nova responsio did not 
involve a different view of logical consequence, but only of the sets of propositions (rele¬ 
vant and irrelevant) to which it could be applied. 

Another place in which Keffer does not do justice to the complexities of the texts, or 
at least, those belonging to the English tradition, is in his very brief references to the rela¬ 
tions between obligations and insolubles. On p. 109 he mentions three sources which reject 
what he calls “antinomische posita”, and makes the curious remark that he knows of no 
medieval name for them. He notes that propositional logic is not strong enough to deal 
with them, and later, in his conclusion (pp. 269-270), he includes them among the issues 
demanding further work and investigation. Keffer is apparently unaware of the view some¬ 
times put forward that an insoluble is a special kind of sophisma presented in the frame¬ 
work of an obligational disputation. 7 This view is particularly associated with William 
Heytesbury and the Oxford tradition. 8 For instance, the anonymous author of Obligationes 
cum insolubilibus secundum usum Oxonie* presents four theses and two rules in his section on 
insolubles, and then writes (f. 49 rb): “Et hec dicta de regulis et suppositionibus sufficiant, 
habitis regulis et suppositionibus obligationum in hac pertinente”. That at least some 
medieval authors used obligational rules as weapons against insolubles is not incompatible 
with Keffer’s thesis that obligations are fact-oriented disputations, but it does suggest that 
the notion of a fact-oriented disputation has to be taken very widely. The same remark 
could be made about the medieval requirement of “obligational consistency along with 
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correctness”, for the ways in which such a requirement could be realized often take us 
beyond Keffer’s formal framework, as he himself realizes. 

I shall conclude with some general remarks about the limitations of the book. Keffer 
does attempt to put the obligations literature in perspective, with respect to both other 
medieval logical writings and the institutional setting, but his remarks are unavoidably 
brief, and largely based on some outdated secondary sources. Moreover, he has limited 
his research into medieval obligations texts by confining himself to contemporary text-edi¬ 
tions. 10 He has thus excluded authors available in facsimile editions, including especially 
Albert of Saxony; he has excluded authors available in early printed editions, including 
especially Marsilius of Inghen and Ralph Strode; and he has excluded the wealth of man¬ 
uscript material available. 11 These limitations are very understandable, given Keffer’s focus 
on Rekonstruktionslogik, but as I have suggested above, they cast doubt on the extent to 
which some of his hypotheses can be supported. 

Despite these limitations, Keffer succeeds in giving a very fair and detailed account of 
the main features of the theory of positio, and his elaborate formal model will undoubt¬ 
edly be of great interest, not just to historians of logic, but to those who work in con¬ 
temporary logic and philosophy of language. 

Waterloo E. J. Ashworth 


1 In his bibliography, Keffer mistakenly lists the edition of this work as published by 
the Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, New York, 1963. In fact, it is an unpublished 
Louvain dissertation from the same year. 

2 One of the many typographical errors that disfigure Keffer’s book is the constant use 
of “dubio” for “dubito”. 

3 The passage Keffer refers to in Buser (p. 261, n. 77) is, however, misconstrued. Buser 
rejects the use of the obligation-sensitive rules, not because of the effect they have on dis¬ 
putations, but because they block the admission of problematic posita altogether. 

4 See Richard Billingham, Obligations, f. 19 ra, in: Salamanca, Biblioteca de la Universidad, 
MS 1735, ff. 89r-95v), f. 19 ra; Obligationes , sig. C v v in: Libellus Sophistarum ad Usum 
Oxoniensium, (Londoniis, 1510), sig. C v r-sig. D i v. 

5 Obiectiones obligationum secundum usum Oxonie, f. 21 r in: Oxford, New College MS E 
289, ff. 21r-23v; Obiectiones casuum, sig. F i r in: Libellus Sophistarum ad Usum Cantabrigiensium 
([London] 1497), sig. E vi v-sig. F vi r. 

6 See E. J. Ashworth, Autour des Obligationes de Roger Swyneshed: la “nova responsio ”, in: Les 
etudes philosophiques, no. 3 (1996), 341-360. 

7 For discussion of the literature and of the issue, see A. de Libera, Bulletin d’histoire de 
la logique medievale [2], in: Revue des sciences philosophiques et theologiques, 71 (1987), 
590-634, especially pp. 613-630. 

8 See F. Pironet, The Relations between Insolubles and Obligations in Medieval Disputations , in: 
Medieval Formal Logic. Obligations , Insolubles and Consequences, ed. Mikko Yrjonsuuri, Dordrecht- 
Boston-London 2001, 95-114. 

9 Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense MS 85, ff. 43ra-49vb. The same manuscript contains 
another anonymous work, Tres sunt modi respondendi (ff. 22 va-23 va) which also links oblig¬ 
ations and insolubles. 

10 Keffer does not include all of these. For instance, he does not refer to Wyclif or to 
John Tarteys. For the former, see the bibliography in note 11; for the latter, see E. J. 
Ashworth, The “Obligationes” of John Tarteys: Edition and Introduction , in: Documenti e Studi 
Sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale, 3 (1992), 653-703. 

11 For references see E. J. Ashworth, “Obligationes” Treatises: A Catalogue of Manuscripts, 
Editions and Studies, in: Bulletin de philosophic medievale, 36 (1994), 118-47. 
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Johannes Venator Anglicus, Logica. First Critical Edition from the Manuscripts by L.M. de Rijk, 
2 vols. Frommann-Holzboog, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 1999 (Grammatica Speculativa, 
6.1-2) 607 pp. ISBN 3 7728 1920 6 


A couple of decades ago the editors Paul of Venice’s Logica Magna discovered that large 
portions were loans from the Logica of one Johannes Venator or John Huntman, and the 
late Norman Kretzmann and Francesco del Punta each transcribed one half of the work, 
but then decided to leave the job of doing a real edition to the man who has edited more 
medieval logic than anyone else since the invention of printing: Lambertus Marie de Rijk. 
Apparendy De Rijk gave the project low priority in the 80s and most of the 90s, but now 
Huntman’s Logica can be read in two of the beautifully printed volumes of Grammatica 
Speculativa. 

John Huntman is plausibly identified with a scholar attested in Oxford from the 1370s 
and a couple of decades onwards, which means that Paul of Venice could easily have met 
him during his stay there in the 1390s, when John’s book, whatever the exact date of 
composition, would still belong to recent literature in the field. Apart from the Logica , an 
extant Insolubilia bears attribution to John Huntman. The Logica gives the impression of 
being the work of a competent scholar, but not of a great one. As for John’s place in the 
history of logic, we may learn more when the present edition becomes the object of schol¬ 
arly studies. At the moment it is clear that John used works by Burley, Heytesbury, 
Billingham, Ferribridge and Hopton (se De Rijk at p. 9 of the introduction), while he 
himself was used by Paul of Venice. 

John’s Logica has approximately the following structure: 


1.1 De terminis mediatis et immediatis 

I.ii De consequent^ 

I. iii-vii Discussion of six dubia, the first two of which are actually sophismata , while the 

rest are quaestiones. 

11.1 De universali affirmativa et negativa (about exposition) 

II. ii-vii Discussion of six dubia, four quaestiones and two sophismata 


Ill.i 

Ill.ii 

Ill.iii 

Ill.iv 

III.v 

Ill.vi 

Ill.vii 


De dictionibus exclusivis 
De veritate et falsitate propositionis 
De propositionibus modalibus 
De quibusdam propositionibus mirabilibus 
De scire et disputare 
De incipit et desinit 

De potentia activa et passiva (intension and remission &c.) 


IV.i-vii De hypotheticis. Subtypes: conditional, rational (p ergo q), causal, disjunctive, 
copulative, temporal, local 

IV.viii De propositionibus exponendis ratione huius verbi ‘differt’ vel huius dictionis ‘aliud 
quam’ 

IV.ix-x De negatione 

IV.xi De relativis (anaphoric pronouns) 


I said “approximately the following structure” because it will take more work and more 
knowledge of the traditions of the period than I possess to work out the underlying ratio¬ 
nale for the order of subjects discussed. A first help is offered by De Rijk’s chapter divi¬ 
sion (reflected in the numbers I.i-IV.xi about) and set out in a detailed table of contents 
on pp. 29-46. The table, however, does not always reveal the character of the each chapter 
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(question or sophism, for instance). Thus the question “Utrum aliquis terminus significat 
aliquid qui non significat aliud” is hidden under the vague header “De quinto dubio, quod 
est de significatione termini.” De Rijk says nothing about the origin of the headers used 
in the text and in the index, but they seem to have been made up by himself with help 
from indications in the text. In the case just cited the text starts (p. 150): “Quintum 
dubium est istud de significatione termini: Utrum aliquis terminus significat aliquid qui 
non significat aliud.” So, while his tabulation of the contents is a great help, there is still 
room for closer analysis. At any rate, Huntman’s selection of topics is clearly of a specifically 
English and specifically 14th-century character, and so is the way he deals with them— 
there is always some disputation, and often much of it, never just a bare presentation of 
rules, notabilia or whatever. 

The edition is based on a Pistoia manuscript from about 1400 and a Vatican ms that 
appears to be somehat younger, but, De Rijk claims, generally of a higher quality than 
P, which is lucky since P is incomplete. According to the introduction (p. 17), the criti¬ 
cal apparatus is virtually complete, and it does indeed look as if only quite insignificant 
variants of the ergo/igitur type have been excluded. Considering this, the apparatus is remark¬ 
ably brief, i.e. the two manuscripts are remarkably alike. Ideally, an editor should have 
used Paul of Venice’s quotations as an independent text witness, but considering how 
much work that would require, and how little the text would likely profit from it, I believe 
that De Rijk did the right thing by not collating Paul as well. 

De Rijk uses a very sensible orthography based on the principle of taking the most clas¬ 
sical of the variants commonly used in the Late Middle Ages. This gives the text the right 
sort of flavour while not making it immoderately difficult to read for non-philologists. But 
while he has given the text this medieval orthographical look, De Rijk has classicized the 
text in one curious way. “The editor”, he says on p. 17, “has sometimes taken the lib¬ 
erty of printing a subjunctive instead of the indicative found in P and V, where the sub¬ 
junctive is urgently needed, e.g. after ‘cum’ meaning ‘because’, rather than ‘when’, when 
the manuscript reading would give a wrong sense.” Though the matter can hardly be 
called important, this is a decision with which I cannot agree. Causal cum with the indica¬ 
tive is so common in scholastic texts that emending it away means removing a charac¬ 
teristic feature of the use of moods in such texts. 

Users of this edition are unlikely to experience many cases of disagreement with the 
seasoned editor’s choice of reading or with his conjectural emendations. Thus his singu- 
larem at 83.9 (I cite by page and line) is a fine correction at a place where one manu¬ 
script has superiorem and the other inferiorem. The conjecture makes the text say what the 
sense requires, and at the same time the corruption is easy to understand from a paleo- 
graphical point of view. Thanks to his mastery of the subject, De Rijk has produced a 
text that almost always makes sense, or at least so much sense that deficiencies can rea¬ 
sonably be blamed on Huntman rather than on the manuscripts or the editor. Further, 
De Rijk’s punctuation is of a sensible type that helps guide the reader through the argu¬ 
mentation. My only little complaint against his editorial procedure regards a tendency to 
insert unnecessary explanatory words. Mostly the inserted words do not change the sense, 
but on a few occasions they do. Some examples: 

52.13-14 “Ab inferiori ad suum superius sine negatione, vel aliquo <termino> habente 
vim negationis etiam valet consequential’ The addition of termino is not warranted; aliquo 
is neuter, and as a matter of fact the thing that has the force of a negation cannot be a 
term, it must be a syncategoreme, a dictio such as tantum. The author could have written 
“vel aliqua dictione habente”, but there is no need to correct the text. Incidentally, I do 
not like the etiam before valet , but I can think of no better remedy than the rather dras¬ 
tic one of excising it. 

54.4-5 “Terminus officialis est terminus importans aliquod officium positivum vel pri- 
vativum vel infinitivum. Sunt autem huiusmodi termini <termini> concementes actum 
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mentis.” The supplement is superfluous; the meaning is “An official term is a term of the 
following sort. . . . Such are those terms that. . . .”, huiusmodi being the predicate and termini 
concementes &c. the subject, whereas De Rijk’s idea must have been to take huiusmodi ter¬ 
mini as the subject and termini concementes etc. as the predicate. 

56.21-22 “Indefinita negativa probatur disiunctive: <vel> per suam universalem neg- 
ativam, vel per duo demonstrativa sibi correspondentia”. The extra vel is innocuous, but 
superfluous. 

78.22 “non sequitur ‘tu Antichristum non vides; et tu es; <et Antichristus est aliquis 
homo>; ergo tu aliquem hominem non vides’”. The editor’s addition makes explicit the 
implicit presupposition that ‘Antichrist’ is the name of a man. An editor should not put 
such explanatory comments of his own into the text. That Huntman never wrote down 
the “missing premiss” is reasonably clear from the following paragraph (79.1-11), in which 
there are five exactly parallel cases, in all of which De Rijk has added an extra premiss. 

367.12-14 in an analysis of the argument ‘tantum album erit nigrum; ergo omne 
nigrum erit album’: “ly ‘nigrum’ positum a parte predicati in antecedente supponit solum 
copulative pro nigris que erunt, et in consequente supponit indifferenter pro nigris que 
sunt et non erunt et pro nigris que <sunt et> erunt.” At first blush the addition looks 
fine, but one starts to have doubts when on the next page, at 368 3ff. one reads about 
people who think that “terminus communis supponens respectu huius verbi ‘erit’ vel ‘fuit’, 
sive ponatur a parte subiecti sive a parte predicati, supponit indifferenter pro suis significatis 
que sunt et non erunt, et pro suis significatis que <sunt et> erunt.” In fact, if I were to 
correct anything here, I would excise vel ‘fiat’ because, obviously, a subject of Juit is not 
ampliated to stand for present-but-not-future and future objects alike. But quite likely, 
Huntman did write the offensive vel s juit\ since usually talking about ampliation for the 
future walks hand in hand with talking about ampliation for the past. 

368.7-8 “Et tunc ad probationem <huius> antecedentis”. The inserted huius makes no 
contribution to the sense of the passage, and actually it is more common to say probatio 
antecedentis without the demonstrative pronoun (or: definite article) than with, even when a 
definite antecedent is being referred to. 

The introduction to the edition is laudably brief. It deals with the identity of the author, 
the work’s place in the logical tradition, the manuscripts, the edition, and, an unusual fea¬ 
ture, it includes a useful little glossary explaining both key terms (antecedens, concedere and 
the like) and unclassical uses of words like ergo and ipse. A little more attention could have 
been paid to the English, which contains such phrases as (p. 15) “much more omissions” 
and “very little corrections” for “many more omissions” and (I presume) “very few cor¬ 
rections”. A huge difference has become a ‘hugh’ one on p. 16, and on p. 19 an ‘either’ 
is picked up by ‘but’ instead of the required ‘or’. Such minor infelicities do not, however, 
raise any read obstacles to a correct understanding of the intended message. 

Three corrections: 

In the index of manuscripts on p. 21, for “Copenhagen, Univ. Library cod. Thott 581: 
n. 31” read “Copenhagen, Det Kongelige Bibliotek Thott 581: n. 34”. Readers not famil¬ 
iar with the situation in Copenhagen should know (1) that all mss formerly kept in the 
University Library are now in the Royal Library, (2) that the Thott collection was never 
in the University Library. 

79.13 For <cum>a constantia read <cum> constantia. 

552.1 For positones read positiones. 
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Paul Uiblein, Die Universitat Wien im Mittelalter. Beitrage und Forschungen. Schiftenreihe des 
Universitatsarchivs Universitat Wien, 11. Band. Herausgegeben von Kurt Miihlberger 
und Karl Kadletz. WUV-Universitatsverlag 1999. 675 Pp. ISBN 3 85114 492 9. 

This volume is a reprint of twenty articles and a couple of book reviews published between 
1951 and 1998. The late medieval university of Vienna plays some role in all of them, 
but there is no genuine unified theme. The articles provide lots of prosopographical details 
about persons working at or somehow connected with the university, details about char¬ 
ters, buildings and finances, and so on. Obviously, no one dealing with anything related 
to the early university of Vienna in the 14th or 15th century can afford to neglect Uiblein, 
but, I am afraid, no general picture emerges from all the well-researched details that he 
has extracted from unpublished as well as published sources. If there are some main the¬ 
ses, they are well hidden among the accumulated materialia. The devil is in the details, 
and they should be taken seriously, but sometimes the author’s attention to them seems 
to make him lose sight of what is important. In a scathing review of an edition Uiblein 
charges the hapless editor with not understanding that the abbreviation dns should be 
resolved as dominus rather than domnus , and being guilty of numerous other misreadings 
(“eine immer noch berrachtliche (sic!) Anzahl von Lesefehlem”, p. 559). We are not told 
what they consist in, and one cannot help wondering if they are as insignificant as domnus 
for dominus. 

While bowing to Uiblein’s mastery of the details, the reviewer must say that rarely has 
he seen such a forbidding collection of articles. And though the German is, of course, 
flawless, it is less than inviting. It’s been a long time since I have seen so many half-page 
periods. Literally half a page long, occasionally even longer! 

Use of this book for purposes of reference must be recommended (fortunately there is 
a thorough index of names of persons and places), but it cannot be recommended for 
ordinary reading. 
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Mediae Latinitatis Lexicon Minus 
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